Nationalist Comment 


WHAT 


WE 
THINK 


on the month’s news. 


A disillusioned 
Tory voter speaks 


Mr. Paul Johnson is a journalist with 
whom most of our readers should be 
familiar. When writing for the then New 
Statesman in the 1960s he was was a zealous 
crusader for the fashionable left-wing causes 
of that time, including the so-called 
‘students’ revolution’ of 1968 which brought 
mayhem to a number of European cities. 
Later in life his opinions took a pronounced 
turn to the right, and by the dawn of the 
present decade he had become a loyal 
supporter of the Tory Government. In that 
role he voted for Mr. Major in the 1992 
general election and urged others to do the 
same. 

By the end of the year, however, Mr. 
Johnson had become decidedly unhappy 
about things, and in fact was willing even to 
acknowledge that he had been wrong. In a 
penitent article in The Sunday Times News 
Review on December 20th headed ‘I 
accuse...’ he said of his decision to 
champion the Tory cause: - 


' action, 


“I regret doing so and would like to 
apologise to readers for misguiding them. 
Not that I wish Labour had won; far from 
it. But I now believe that Mr. Major and 
his colleagues are unworthy to govern this 
great country of ours. Not only do they 
constitute the most incompetent set of 
rulers in living memory: more seriously 
still, their standards of probity are so low 
as to evoke memories of the less than 
honourable 18th century system — or at 
least the notorious Lloyd-George post-war 
coalition of 1918-22, finally shattered in 
disgrace by a revolt of the Tory gentle- 
men.”’ 


Mr. Johnson then went on to list the 
actions of the present Government that had 
earned his contempt, including: Mr. Major’s 
following the last election, in 
creating a profusion of peers; his single- 
minded pursuit of ratification of the 
Maastricht Treaty and his adamant refusal to 
grant the people a referendum on the matter; 
his sanctioning of gutter tactics by his party 
whips to railroad Tory MPs into the ‘yes’ 
lobby when ratification of the Treaty came 
to a Commons vote; the Government’s inept 
and less than honest handling of the affair of 
Chancellor Lamont’s solicitor’s bill, partly 
paid for by taxpayers’ money in order to 
evict a tenant from the Chancellor’s 
property; the disastrous conduct of the issue 
involving the pit closures; the ludicrous 
about-turns over the ERM, which as one by- 
product made fortunes for a number of what 
Mr. Johnson called ‘City slickers’, while 
penalising those who he said ‘‘patriotically 
hung onto their Sterling’’; not least, the 
flagrant cynicism and buck-passing evident 
in the affair of Matrix-Churchill and the 
selling of strategic goods to Iraq. 

Mr. Johnson concluded by saying of the 
Government: - 


“their detestable behaviour will not be 
forgotten. I accuse them of rank incom- 
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petence, of deceitfulness, of lack of honour 
and probity, let alone compassion, of 
contempt of people and parliament and, not 
least, contempt of justice.” 


— With all of which we are in whole- 
hearted agreement. Welcome, Mr. Johnson, 
to the world of reality! But wait a minute — 


- 

MAJOR 

Contemptible leader of a contemptible 
~ government 


doesn’t this admission of revelation seem a 
little strange? 

Paul Johnson is now in his sixties. He is 
a journalist of vast experience whose job 
over the years has been to observe political 
events and personages from a close-up pers- 
pective not permitted to many. Just how has 
it taken him until now to see what the likes 
of ourselves have seen for a long time? 
Since the 1960s Mr. Johnson has adopted 
many of the positions of those whom in the 
past he assailed with the vitriol of his pen. 
Now he confesses to an awareness of the 
gross personal shortcomings of those com- 
prising the Tory Government that were 
clearly manifest to us long before the 
election and which we equally clearly 
predicted would reveal themselves in 
disasters of the kind that have occurred. But 
is Mr. Johnson now prepared to admit that 
we were right, and to extend the apologies 
he has made to Sunday Times readers to 
people like the writers in Spearhead and the 
spokesmen of the British National Party who 
had Mr. Major and his Cabinet cronies taped 
long before he did? 

There is another curious thing. Mr. 
Johnson says he regrets voting Tory last 
April but is far from wishing that Labour 
had won. So would he have preferred Paddy 
Ashdown and his ragbag of a party to have 
been victorious? Hardly, if his recorded 
opinions on the great issues of the day are 
anything to go by. But if not the Tories, 


Labour or the Liberal Democrats, who else? 
It would seem from everything this eminent 
writer has said in recent times that his views 
are closest to, if not exactly the same as, 
those of the BNP. Yet suggest to him that 
that is the party to which he should be 
giving at least his qualified support and he 
would no doubt recoil in horror! 

Paul Johnson’s dilemma is the dilemma of 
millions of British men and women in the 
street. They have habitually voted at election 
time for a party of proven no-hopers solely 
because of the thought that the alternatives 
immediately on offer would be even worse. 
Then a relatively short time afterwards they 
have cursed those they have put in office for 
incompetence, dishonesty and grossly un- 
democratic behaviour — ‘and all with an air 
of injured surprise that things should have 
turned out that way. They have complained 
that they have been betrayed and deceived, 
instead of acknowledging that their judge- 
ment has been appallingly bad. At the same 
time they have continued to condemn and 
reject the one group of people in politics 
who have assessed things correctly all along 
and whose predictions have been proved 
accurate time and time again. Such people 
must on no account be supported because 
they are ‘extremists’. So, year in, year out, 
we have continued to hear the old excuses 
for doing nothing to save Britain from the 
abyss. 

That at least is how it has been in the 
past. There are now, thankfully, the first 
flickerings of a sign that it may not continue 
to be that way for very much longer. Three 
months ago, 20 per cent of the electors in an 
East London council ward voted for a BNP 
candidate. This is evidence that some British 
men and women in the street are at last 
beginning to face reality and abandon their 
former dog-like allegiance to the parties that 
have only brought them failure and catas- 
trophe. And what of newspaper writers like 
Mr. Paul Johnson? We must always 
remember that these ladies and gentlemen 
depend for their livelihoods on the good 
favour of the heads of great media empires 
who are themselves part and parcel of the 
national rot. In a properly ordered society 
such writers would be the leaders of public 
opinion; alas, at present they are likely only 
to be the followers of it. The day when a 
Paul Johnson, a Peregrine Worsthorne, a 
Gary Bushell or a Charles Moore — to 
mention just four journalists who show some 
signs of an awareness of what is wrong with 
this country — comes out in support, not 
only of much of BNP policy but of the BNP 
itself, is not going to dawn tomorrow. But, 
in a rapidly changing political climate, it 
might be conjectured that some time in the 
future stranger things could happen! 


Nothing achieved 
at Edinburgh 


Sections of the Tory press, desperate for 
something creditable to write about Mr. 


Major, have chalked up the Edinburgh 


Conference on the Maastricht Treaty as 


some sort of ‘victory’ — the basis for this 
assessment being that the conference did not 
break up before time in acrimony and name- 
calling but proceeded to its end and resulted 
in a cosmetic show of unity by the delegates. 
But in fact this expensive jamboree achieved 
nothing beyond enabling the Prime Minister 
to do what he loves doing most: posturing 
before the TV cameras at international 
summits staged in splendid surroundings and 
diverting the attention of the British public 
from the appalling mess in their own 
country. 

What exactly came out of Edinburgh? The 
Spanish accepted a bribe in the way of 
increased aid from Community funds in 
return for agreeing to clauses in an amended 
Treaty which grant limited opt-out con- 
cessions to the Danes so that their rulers 
may go to them with a new referendum in 
the hope that they will vote differently than 
they did in the last one. In fact, leading 
lawyers in Europe are already questioning 
whether these Danish options are any 
different in substance (as distinct from 
language) to what they were in the first 
place. It was reported that Denmark’s 
foreign minister, the distinctly un-Danish- 
looking Uffe Ellemann-Jensen, claimed that: 
‘‘The Danish problem is solved.” But of 
course that is exactly what would be said by 
a politician who, like Mr. Major, is hell- 
bent on getting his country to accept the 
Treaty. 

As for the ‘opt-out’ clauses in question, a 
great many Danes seem already to have seen 
through them. ‘‘Complete rubbish,” said 
Jens-Peter Bonde, one of the leaders of the 
anti-Maastricht movement. On the other 
hand, in Britain some MPs have warned that 
the clauses could mean all countries having 
to restart the ratification process from square 
one. They are joined by former Belgian 
Premier Leo Tindemans, who has said: 
‘*Because one of the 12 countries signing 
Maastricht will not apply the most important 
chapters, this is a modification in my eyes 
and this has to be approved by the parlia- 
ments of the member states. ”’ 

Quite clearly then, what Mr. Major’s 
supporters have presented as an ‘agreement’ 
is not an agreement at all, merely a 
sweeping under the carpet of numerous 
bones of contention which are bound to 
reappear before long. If, as some believe, 
the Danish ‘opt-outs’ leave things just as 
before, the voters in Denmark will reject the 
treaty once again or, if they approve it, will 
have demonstrated themselves to have been 
conned. If, on the other hand, these ‘opt- 
outs’ contain some substance, those who 
claim that the treaty will have to be ratified 
again everywhere will be perfectly correct. 

As for the concessions won by Spanish 
Prime Minister Gonzalez in the way of 
increased aid to his and other poorer 
countries, such as Portugal, Greece and 
Eire, it is time that the whole question of 
this aid was seriously debated. What kind of 
‘Community’ is it that continually has to 
transfer money from some member countries 


to others, presumably to keep them in the 
fold? Just why should such a transfer 
happen? It is not as if the receiving nations 
had been the victims of some unavoidable 
natural catastrophe like an earthquake, for 
which they could not be blamed; their 
perpetually poorer economies are the result 
of nothing other than their inferior economic 
performance. Just how long is this charity to 
be expected to go on? Presumably for as 
long as the so-called ‘developed’ nations 
everywhere are expected to subsidise the 
‘Third World’ — in other words, for ever! 
Something tells us that the time is going to 
come when the givers are not any longer 
going to be prepared to cough up this 
unearned and unjustified largesse. And that 
will be just another nail in the coffin of the 
doomed ‘European Community’. 


Gladstone speaks 
from the grave 


Many British people, alarmed at con- 
tinuing defence cuts and wondering how, 
with dangerously reduced armed forces, 
Britain is going to be able to fulfil her 
necessary military commitments, are asking 
the question: what on earth are our troops 
doing in Bosnia — where no conceivable 
British interest is at stake but where we are 
risking the valuable lives of highly trained 
service personnel in a foreign quarrel that is 
none of our business? 

But rest assured, Sunday Express column- 
ist Bruce Anderson has the answer. In a 
report from the war-torn region of the 
former Yugoslav state, he said:- 


“Humankind cannot bear very much 
reality, as Eliot observed, and western 
educated opinion has a weaker grasp on 
reality than most. 

‘“We find the situation in Bosnia incomp- 
rehensible, and the notion that we can do 
nothing to help immoral. Out of such 
reflexes, a policy has stumbled into being 
which will ensure that some of the blood 
spilt is British, and that in the course of 
this winter there will be grief-stricken 
families in Britain as well as in Bosnia. 
‘‘The intellectual case against British action 
is overwhelming — as overwhelming as it 
is irrelevant. There are moments when we 
must accept the limits of rationality and let 
the heart rule the head...” 


This is as magnificent example as we are 
likely to find anywhere of the fuzzy-headed 
thinking that has characterised so much of 
British foreign policy over the past century 
and a half. Even the thinker himself, a 
staunch Tory Party supporter, acknowledges 
that the decision to get Britain involved in 
Bosnia makes intellectual nonsense. and that 
by implication it is irrational and unrealistic. 
However, he says, we must let the heart rule 
the head. The long departed W.E. Gladstone 
would surely applaud from his grave if he 
were to be able to hear such a perfect reiter- 
ation of his own professed principles. He 
was the premier who, in the words of Dr. 
Peter Peel, could hardly write a page 
without the words ‘moral’ or ‘morality’ 
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WHAT WE THINK 
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appearing on it. No doubt the good Mr. 
Gladstone, had he been alive today, would 
have thrown all his considerable influence 
into backing the Bosnian adventure, just as 
he would the Gulf adventure two years 
before. That British lives — and among the 
most valuable British lives at that — should 
be risked, and that British families at home 
might be doomed to spend Christmas or 
some part of the new year in mourning, is of 
small importance compared with the great 
moral imperative of Britain being seen to act 
righteously in the eyes of ‘world opinion’. 

Mr. Gladstone, however, like most 
verbose liberal moralists, could be very 
selective in his morality, seeming at times to 
be much more outraged at the plight of some 
fellaheen in remote outposts of empire than 
at the grim conditions endured by workers in 
the sweatshops of industrial Britain. The 
same selective morality can be seen in recent 
postures by good British liberals of all party 
allegiances, as can be demonstrated by a 
simple comparison. 

These highly principled folk rushed to 
their political pulpits to proclaim that it was 
our solemn ‘moral duty’ to go the rescue of 
the Kuwaitis when their territory was 
invaded by Iraq. Likewise we have heard 
them, as in the case of Mr. Bruce Anderson, 
cry that it is our solemn ‘moral duty’ to go 
to the aid of Bosnia in its defence against the 
Serbs. But now what about another opp- 
ressed people who have for many years been 
subject to the most appalling ill-treatment at 
the hands of callous neigh-bours? We refer 
to the Palestinian Arabs and others who have 
dared defy the ruthless imperialism of 
marauding Israel, which has occupied 
adjacent territory in no way belonging to it 
and which has carried out a brutal war 
aagainst anyone, men, women or children, 
who have protested. 

Only as these words are written it has 
been reported that Israeli troops have opened 
fire on a crowd of Palestinian demonstrators 
killing, among others, a seven-year-old girl. 
At the same time the Israelis have shocked 
the world by forcibly dumping 400 Pales- 
tinians in a freezing no-man’s land across 
the border on the flimsy pretext than some 
of them were suspected of belonging to an 
Arab terrorist group known as. Hamas. 
These people are without shelter and have 
little food. It is probable that before long 
some of them are going to die. 

Yet do we hear the likes of Bruce 
Anderson, Paddy Ashdown, John Major or 
the editor of The Guardian calling for the 
dispatch of a British or United Nations force 
to go in and rescue these unfortunate people? 
Are there any signs that the US President, 
who has recently ordered American forces 
into Somalia, will likewise send an army 
into Israeli-occupied Palestine to restore 
peace, decency and justice? It can be 
predicted with confidence that none of these 
things will happen. 
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Mr. Anderson has spoken of our going 
into Bosnia because we find the notion that 
we can do nothing to help immoral. He has 
said that where Bosnia is concerned we must 
accept the limits of rationality and let the 
heart rule the head. But in the case of the 
plight of these Palestinians it just could be 
that action to rescue them from Israeli 
barbarism would be both human, moral and 
rational. Genuine British interests would be 
served by a Middle Eastern policy which 
won friends in the Arab World, and a start 
could be made by sending a force into 
Israeli-occupied Palestine to stop these 
appalling outrages. 

Yet this will not be done, and there seems 
not even a whimper on the part of moral- 
ising liberals like Mr. Anderson in sugges- 
tion that it should be done. 

Nor, we suspect, would Mr. Gladstone, 


‘were he around today to speak for himself, 


be calling for such action either. 


Mr. Rabin threatens Europe 


Excuse us for harping on the subject of 
Israel, but it has a way of continually 
cropping up. Last month Israeli Prime 
Minister Yitzhak Rabin paid a visit to 
Britain and met Mr. Major. An interesting 
account of what happened during this visit 
appeared in the Jewish Chronicle on the 11th 
December. We quote:- 

“At a meeting in Downing Street on 

Wednesday with Prime Minister John 

Major — who accepted an invitation to 

visit Israel in the spring — Mr. Rabin 

made it clear that Israel would use 
diplomatic pressure on EC members to 
stamp out neo-Nazism... 

“Earlier, the Israeli leader had told an 

audience of more than 1,000 Joint Israel 

Appeal activists that his country would 

‘make life miserable’ for the Europeans if 

they did not ‘stand up’ to racists. ‘This is 

our role as a Jewish State,’ he added.” 


Now that really is something! Whatever 
one thinks of ‘neo-Nazism’, whether it be of 
the German, French or British variety, 
surely in whatever country it manifests itself 
it is the business of the people of ,that 
country and of them alone. It seems to us a 
quite intolerable interference in the internal 
affairs of supposedly still sovereign states 
for a political leader of a nation not even a 
member of the European Community to state 
that that nation would use ‘diplomatic 
pressure’ on those states to ‘stamp out’ 
movements that are part of their political 
fabric merely because he does not like them. 

These European states are, after all, 
supposed to be ‘democracies’. In democ- 
racies all kinds of political movements, 
however detestable they may be to some 
people, have a right to exist and campaign 
for their policies; and the people have a 
right not to support them if they wish not to 
do so. That 1s what ‘democracy’ 1s supposed 
to be about. 

But Mr. Rabin has said more. He has said 
that Israel would ‘‘make life miserable” for 
the Europeans if they did not do as he 
demanded. Now that is truly an intriguing 


statement. At the latest count, Israel was 
reckoned to have a population of 4.65 
million. Mr. Rabin appears to be saying that 
she is in a position to ‘make life miserable’ 
for a group of nations individually many 
times larger and which together have popu- 
lations adding up to over 300 million. This 
naturally raises the fascinating question of 
just how he proposes that she will do so. 
Quite obviously, Israel must possess some 
power of a nature that is not apparent to the 
ordinary undiscerning eye. What can it be? 

Perhaps a clue may be found in another 
statement by an Israeli official, Education 
Minister Shulamit Aloni, who was reported 
in proposing in Jerusalem last month — and 
we quote the Independent on Sunday — that: 
‘Israelis and world Jewry boycott Germany 
if the Bonn Government failed to crack 
down on neo-Nazis.”’ 

This raises yet another interesting 
question. Could there be some connection 
between this proposal by Mr. Aloni and the 
massive wave of media publicity given over 
the past few months to alleged terror attacks 
by so-called ‘neo-Nazis’ in Germany against 
refugee hostels and other premises housing 
foreign immigrants? 

The question becomes yet more interesting 
when it is recalled that the German Govern- 
ment quite recently has ordered bans on 
certain organisations deemed ‘neo-Nazi’, for 
instance a group called the ‘National Front’, 
and that it is expected that further bans will 
follow. 

Here the term ‘neo-Nazi’ must be under- 
stood in proper context. It embraces not only 
those individuals who are reported, correctly 
or incorrectly, to have carried out ter. -zist 
attacks on immigrants but indeed all 
Germans of nationalist and patriotic opinions 
who oppose the presence of the immigrants 
in their country and are campaigning, in 
most cases quite lawfully and peacefully, to 
have them sent back to their lands of origin. 
That at least is how the situation is depicted 
in the mass media. 

So here we have a convenient chain of 
association. All Germans (and for that 
matter all Britons, French people and others) 
who want to have a country of their own 
without masses of foreign immigrants are 
lumped together with terror bombers and 
called ‘neo-Nazis’. There is a huge world- 
wide media-orchestrated outcry that they are 
a menace and must be stopped. Who is it 
that is the source of this outcry? We don’t 
know, but we do know that an Israeli 
Government, minister is calling for a world- 
wide Jewish boycott of Germany if the 
stopping is not accomplished and that 
Israel’s Prime Minister, no less, is speaking 
of his country making life miserable, not 
only for Germans but all Europeans, if this 
does not happen. 

It is all rather ironic, because one of the 
favourite theories of the ‘neo-Nazis’, in 
Germany and elsewhere, is that Jews have a 
special international power and that they do 
not hesitate to use it against any nation 


Contd. on page 19 


THE ROYAL CRISIS: 


TIME FOR CLEAR THINKING 


Much is wrong with the Monarchy, says JOHN TYNDALL. 
but let us be wary of falling into the booby trap of 


republicanism 


BRITAIN’S MONARCHY is in crisis — 
not the least of reasons for this being that 
Britain itself is gripped by a much wider 
and more general crisis. When a nation 
becomes riddled with a deep inner rotten- 
ness, it is hardly likely that any of its 
major institutions will remain unaffected. 
Members of the Royal Family possessing 
exceptional personal qualities might have 
risen above the spiritual squalor of the 
surroundings into which they were born, 


above the decadence of contemporary. 


politics and social values. But our nation 
in its hour of desperate emergency has 
not witnessed any such chance phenom- 
enon. The Queen’s offspring, as might 
have been predicted of such stock, are 
very much the children of their era. Did 
we really expect them to shine like 
beacons of goodness and nobility amid the 
murk of a collapsing realm, itself the 
embodiment of a collapsing world order? 

One can at moments feel sorry for Prince 
Charles, just as one could for his great 
uncle Edward VIII, later the Duke of 
Windsor. Both have demonstrated the flick- 
erings of an inner discomfiture at some of 
the symptoms of the blighted age engulfing 
them: the one at the rampant uglification of 
our urban and rural landscapes, the other at 
the impotence of. politicians to remedy 
poverty and unemployment, and the con- 
trasting energy with which they immersed 
themselves in the international quarrels 
leading to the catastrophe of World War II. 
Yet neither possessed the force of character 
to be anything more than a sullen bystander 
in the face of the disastrous events to which 
they bore witness; and both, as an escape 
from depressing public realities, immersed 
themselves in their own private worlds in 
which the duty of their station became 
almost forgotten. 

In the case of the present Prince of 
Wales, a strange dichotomy of conscience 
seems to- prevail: rebellious tendencies 
provoked by modern architecture and other 
hideous creations of 20th century capitalism 
go hand in hand with an almost pitiable 
eagerness to be seen to ‘conform’, and to 
‘join’ the disintegrating world beheld from 
the palace window — as manifest in the 
ingratiating pilgrimages to the inner cities 
and the ostentatious set-piece meetings with 
resident Blacks. When HRH proclaims the 
Three Degrees to be top of his hit parade, 
one has the distinct feeling that he is not so 
much making a confession of true musical 


DIANA AND CHARLES 


In an age in which duty has become an archaic word, it was hardly expected that they 
would give such a thing much consideration 


tastes as giving what he believes to be a the 


appropriate demonstration of political 
correctness, prompted from within by a 
half-baked eagerness to atone for occasional 
heresies in other, as yet not wholly 
censored, areas of public debate. 


ERA OF THE ‘PURSUIT 
OF HAPPINESS’ 


Some press commentators have remarked 
that both Charles and Diana, by deciding on 
a formal separation, have set aside the 
considerations of duty that have been 
expected of royals across the centuries. But 
is this really surprising in an era in which 
duty has become an archaic word? Charles 
Moore, writing in the Christmas edition of 
The Spectator, spoke of the ‘‘craving for 
private happiness,’’ and said:- 

**...In people in public life, this craving 
deserves sympathy, but not tolerance. It is 
just as bad as, or perhaps worse than, a 
craving for two bottles of vodka a day or 
endless shots of heroin. As the anti-drug 
advertisements say, it screws you up. And 
not only does it screw you up, it also, if 
you give way to it, screws up everyone 
else who looks to you for leadership or 
encouragement. ”’ 


Precisely so, but is not this craving for 
private happiness the logical development of 
a political and social order dedicated above 
all, as the American Declaration says, to 
‘‘life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness’’? 
Individual happiness being among the 
highest goals of liberalism, one is entitled to 


ask: should there be any member of a 


society dedicated to liberal-democratic ideals 
who should be exempt from such a right? 
Mr. Moore seems to understand this 


question, for he continues:- 

*‘One would need a complete intellectual 
history of the last 200 years to explain 
why the craving for private happiness has 
come to rule almost everyone. Its roots lie 
in th Romantic movement and the destruc- 
tion of the ancien régime, in the decline 
of organised religion, in the birth of 
psychology, in the influence of the 
Blooms-bury group, in existentialism and 
Hollywood movies...” 


Prince Charles and Princess Diana are, as 
I have said, children of their era — not 
people of the exceptional personal qualities 
required to rise above it. Hence their prefer- 
ence, like that of Edward XIII, for private 
happiness rather than duty. The nation 
should be neither surprised nor angered, for 
these are the values of a system and a moral 
order which up to now it has supported, if 
only passively. 


THE FUTURE 


All the foregoing, however, amounts to 
mere idle observation when set against the 
overriding issue concerned here, which is 
the future (if any) of the institution of 
British Monarchy now under concerted 
attack from many quarters. That institution 
has always been of infinitely greater impor- 
tance than the calibre or behaviour of its 
individual representatives, and present 
circumstances are no exception. Now, as in 
the past when monarchy has been the 
subject of much national heart-searching, it 
is necessary to take a few steps back from 
the arena of daily gossip and survey the 
larger picture of historical reality and 
political necessity. Is the preservation of 
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monarchy essential to Britain? If so, how 
should we view its current traumas? And 
what should be done to set it back on the 
rails of permanency? Nothing could be more 
cretinous than the suggestion that the selfish 
derelictions of a royal couple caught up in 
an age of dereliction across the board 
signals the time for monarchy to come to an 
end. This is about as intelligent as saying 


that the incompetence of a field marshal and 


the frivolous indulgences of his wife call for 
the permanent disestablishment of the British 
Army. 

I am going to put to the reader two theses 
regarding this present upheaval which may 
at first sight seem novel and contradictory. 

The first is that, not only should the 
British Monarchy be retained, it should — 
providing the right conditions can be made 
to prevail — be made into an institution of 
much greater strength than in the recent 
past, and should in fact assume some degree 
of genuine political power. 

The second is that we should regard the 
current situation in which the Monarchy is 
placed, not as a sad one that should give 
rise to much fretting, but as a development 
to be welcomed — and for reasons that I 
shall explain. 


‘STABILITY AND CONTINUITY’ 


Numerous monarchists writing in the 
newspapers in the wake of Prince Charles’ 
and Princess Diana’s recent separation have 
laid stress on the value of that institution as 
a guarantor of stability and continuity. ‘“The 
Monarchy’s outstanding contribution,” said 
Lord St John of Fawsley in the Daily Mail 
on December 17th, ‘‘is to stability; it links 
us with our historic past; it embodies the 
nation’s sense of unity. In Britain, however 
fierce the party strife, no person can ever be 
said to be against the country...Take away 
the Monarchy and the House of Lords 
follows; remove the Crown and the suprem- 
acy of the Commons is at an end...” Else- 
where the same writer spoke of ‘‘pomp and 
ceremony which honour the nation as a 
whole,’’ and said that: ‘“The State Opening 
of Parliament, for example, is not a 
mummery, but a great national celebration 
when the three estates of the realm, with 
their guarantee of ordered liberty, are 
glorified for all to see.” 

Former Premier Margaret Thatcher dwelt 
upon a similar theme in an interview with 
the editor of the Sunday Telegraph on 
December 13th, when she said that the 


Monarchy was the focus of unity, and that 


‘tit is around the Monarchy that the nation 
gathers.” She continued: - 


‘And just look at the value. At a time 
when government goes through real 
difficulty, at a time when people can 
growl away at the Government, criticise it 
day in, day out, you still have all the 
affection and patriotism which can go to 


Page six 


the monarch.’”’ 
And further on:- 


“The Monarchy is there to ensure our 
continuity as a free people under the rule 
of law, to see that no-one usurps the task 
of government, so that we can never be 
turned into a dictatorship.”’ 


Here in fact we have two recurring and 
interlocking themes: on the one hand, there 
is the theme of the unity and continuity of 
the nation itself; on the other, the contin- 
uity and stability of those institutions that go 
to comprise what might be termed the 

‘ruling order’. Are the two necessarily the 
same? I would submit immediately 
that they are not. The latter can 
change, even disappear, while the 
former remains; and the same can 

be said in reverse. What is the most 
important? It seems to me self- 
evident beyond any dispute that it is 
the nation itself that is the most 
important. As to the remainder, 
they must surely be evaluated in 
accordance with their usefulness to 
the nation. The nature of the ‘ruling 
order’ has changed radically 
throughout England’s, and later 
Britain’s, history. Why should it 
not change again? Should we be 
happy with the present perform- 
ance of this ‘ruling order’? Is it 
strengthening or weakening the 
British Nation? Is it functioning 
with consequences that are good for 
the British people? Some will say 
that it is doing none of these things, 
and so what is so vital about pre- 
serving it unchanged and intact? 


DESCENT TO THE GRAVE | 
Much is made of the quality of ‘stability’. 
But of the stability of what are we speaking? 
To many of us, the stability of present 
political institutions and their modes of 
operation is the stability of the slow and 
dignified descent to the grave. Should we 
recognise stability as a virtue in its 
acceptance of death? Or should we, in 
circumstances where stability is surely 
leading in that direction, welcome a degree 
of instability as providing the only 


possibilities of life, renewal and regener- 


ation? It is sometimes the case that only 
through upheaval and ferment can forces 
emerge that are necessary to new and virile 
growth — indeed in the world of nature that 
is the only way in which such forces ever 
gestate and come to birth. 

Lady Thatcher has said that ‘‘at a time 
when a government goes through real diffi- 
culty, at a time when people can growl 
away at the Government, criticise it day in, 
day out, you still have all the affection and 
patriotism which can go to the monarch.”’ 
This could be taken as another way of 
saying that the soporific effect of the Crown 
as an institution prevents the British people 
becoming as angry and as passionate ab. ut 
politics as they should do in times in evident 
national disaster, that the seeming perm- 


anence of monarchy helps to delude them 
that things will ‘come right’ in the end 
without drastic and radical action on their 
part to change the course of political events. 
That seems to me to be a dangerously com- 
placent attitude, and as such one that the 
racketeers of politics would be only too 
anxious to encourage as a means of 
immobilising the masses and dissuading 
them from genuine revolt when revolt is the 
only possible patriotic option. 

= The reality in Britain is that monarchy 


has most definitely not, as supposed by 


many of its defenders, provided a guarantee 


LADY THATCHER 
Thinks monarchy has been a bastion of 
freedom and the rule of law! 


of the continuity and permanence of nation- 
hood. The Crown has not only acquiesced 
quite passively in the process of population- 
change that has occurred over the past 40 
years through mass non-white immigration, 
it has at times positively lent its support and 
its immense public authority to that very 
process — a process which more than any- 
thing else guarantees the eventual extinction 
of nationhood in all meaningful sense. Like- 
wise, the Crown has willingly acquiesced in 
the abandonment of Britain’s one-time 
imperial role and her gradual absorption into 
Europe — as the last Queen’s speech made 
very clear. Again, these are erosions of the 
very nationhood for which British Monarchy 
is supposed to stand. Lord St John certainly 
does not seem to understand this (or if he 
does he conceals his understanding), when 
he says in his Daily Mail article: ‘‘As we 
move ever more closely into the heart of the 
European Community, the relevance of the 
Monarchy will grow greater, not less.” Just 
how it will do so the noble Lord fails to 
explain ios perhaps he is, like other polit- 
icians, simply using a professed loyalty to 
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the Crown to mask unpatriotic political 
designs, just as unscrupulous clerics over 
the ages have sanctified the most unspeak- 
able outrages by the claim that it was all 
done in the name of God! 

Going back to Lady Thatcher, perhaps we 
ought to do what doubtless she would prefer 
us not to do: look a little more closely into 
the precise meaning of what she is saying 
when she speaks of the Monarchy ensuring 
‘our continuity as a free people under the 
rule of law, to see that no-one usurps the 
task of government, so that we can never be 
turned into a dictatorship.’’ Would the good 
Lady care to come to a meeting of the 
British National Party (if we can ever hire a 
hall for the purpose) and tell us about what 
a ‘‘free people” we are? Free for what? To 
assemble in public to disseminate our 
message? To enjoy access to TV and the 
press? To speak honestly about the racial 
question without risking jail? The former 
Premier would have to excuse us for 
reacting with a loud guffaw to such soothing 
words. Or perhaps she would like to journey 
to meet the white residents of Toxteth, 
Liverpool, or Broadwater Farm, Tottenham, 
and assure them that they live under the 
‘*rule of law’’ — for such news will come as 
a surprise to a great many of them. 

No, when Lady Thatcher talks of freedom 
she is really speaking in a kind of ‘code’ at 
which all politicians have become expert: 
she means the freedom of big capital to 
engage in the headlong rush for instant 
profits wherever in the world they may be 
forthcoming, while three million British 
workers live on the dole; the freedom of 
financial crooks like the late and unlamented 
Robert Maxwell to engage in fiddles on a 
scale that boggle the imagination while the 
great mandarins of the City look the other 
way; the freedom of every useless, 
parasitic, anti-social element in Britain to 
live a life of indulgence and degeneracy, 
unrestrained by the disciplines of an ordered 
society. 

And when she talks of the rule of law, we 
must understand again of what the Baroness 
is speaking. She means that law passed by 
the great and the good of parliament who 
always know, even if we poor mortals do 
not know, what is best for us; the exalted 
folk who legislate on Europe, race relations, 


homosexuality, abortion, capital punishment 


and so many other burning issues way over 
the heads of the people they claim to 
represent, and in complete contempt of 
those people’s opinions. That is the reality 
of the ‘rule of law’ as it stands in Britain in 
the 1990s. 


WHO IS USURPING 
GOVERNMENT? 


Then what are we to make of Maggie’s 
assertion that the Monarchy sees that no-one 
usurps the task of government? Presumably 
she means preventing the exercise of polit- 
ical power by persons or bodies not elected 
to parliament by the majority vote of the 
people. If so, what would she have to say 


about the numerous lobbies, interests and 
pressure groups that do just that today, 
starting with the BBC, ITV and the press, 
proceeding on to the mandarins of finance 
already mentioned, and ending up with such 
organisations as the Board of Deputies of 
British Jews, who appear to be able to play 
a massively influential role in the making of 
our laws as well as in deciding which 
people are allowed to enter our country and 
which not? Would the good Lady, for 
instance, claim that the so-called ‘War 
Crimes Bill’, which violates some of the 
most sacred canons of British legal tradition, 
got through parliament solely by the honest 
and disinterested judgement of the members 
of the House, and without any outside 
influence being brought to bear? If so, she 
must be joking! 

Which all brings us to her interesting 
comment that the Monarchy is there, among 
other things, to ensure that we are never 
turned into a dictatorship. Dictatorship by 
whom? Dictatorship of what nature: honest 
and open, or deceitful and covert? Can 
Maggie really assert, while keeping a 
straight face, that conditions approximating 
to dictatorship have not been reached when 
parliament legislates, as per the examples 
recently cited, in splendid isolation from the 
will of the electorate; and when certain 
categories of dissenters, such as racial 
nationalists, have their rights and their 
freedoms circumscribed in a hundred 
different ways? 

No, once more we must understand the 
coded message which is concealed by the 
pious rhetoric. What Lady Thatcher is really 
saying is that the Monarchy provides an 
institution ready and willing to be used by 
the internationalist liberal establishment to 
prevent any kind of political reform that 
might threaten the powers and prerogatives 
of that establishment. Any such threat is 
conveniently given the label of ‘dictator- 
ship’, and thus excluded from consideration 
by all enlightened, reasonable and respect- 
able people — even though the reform being 
sought may be a hundred times more in 
harmony with the wishes of the people than 
the policies presently carried out by those 
constituting the status-quo. 


A WEAK RATIONALE 


Lest all this may seem to be an argument 
against the preservation of monarchy, let 
me remind the reader of what was said 
earlier: that Britain’s Monarchy should be 
retained, and moreover that it should be 
strengthened. What I have tried to point out 
is that the rationale currently being put 
forward by many politicians and journalists 
for the retention of monarchy is a weak one, 
and furthermore one which seems to me to 
be concerned much more with preserving 
established political institutions than with 
preserving nationhood — which on every 
front is being eroded. 

To the extent that the weakening of 
monarchy serves also to weaken the 
people’s affection for, attachment to and 


confidence in established political instit- 
utions, to the extent to which it knocks 
away the few remaining props of their faith 
in the reigning British status-quo and all the 
rottenness and corruption that are part of it, 
the weakening of monarchy, if only tempor- 
ary, is to be regarded as no terrible thing. 
What is needed in Britain right now is a 
climate favourable to the most radical 
political change; and that requires a clearing 
of the national decks of all the putrescent 
debris of the old world of politics; it 
requires a widespread recognition that there 
is nothing left in the old order that might 
give hope of things ‘coming right’ in the 


end, of our ‘muddling through’. Royal 


pomp and panoply must not be permitted to 
provide comforting compensations for lost 
national greatness, mere objects of nostalgia 
which paralyse the will to action necessary 
for real resurgence. | 

I believe that the present position of the 
Monarchy in Britain rules out any danger 
that it will be dismantled in the foreseeable 
future. At the same time, the unmistakable 
decline in public esteem for it does vastly 
lessen its utility as a bastion of established 
institutions and established values. Its 
shrinking status in contemporary terms 
means that it provides an ever-lessening 
shield behind which unscrupulous and 
treasonable politicians can hide, just as the 
mantle of godliness in an irreligious age 
provides decreasing protection for the 
ecclesiastical subversive. We have often 
enough heard people who are sick of the 
trend of post-war politics cry out that: ‘“The 
Royal Family is all we’ve got left!’’ Well, 
now such folk cannot even count on the 
Royal Family. If that reality will stir some 
of them to start fighting to reclaim the 
country they have lost, it could be a 
blessing in disguise. 


WHY THE MONARCHY 
IS NEEDED 

Notwithstanding all that has been said so 
far, I believe that British Nationalists should 
remain in principle monarchist. There are a 
number of practical reasons for this which 


‘should transcend momentary feelings of 


disgust at royal antics. It is always the 


hallmark of the politically immature to allow 


passing emotion to warp judgement of issues 
which should be decided in an atmophere of 
cold reason; and present scandal surr- 
ounding Royalty in Britain is a perfect 
example of this rule. : 

At this stage of the discussion I will 
declare a bias. I am by natural instinct a 
monarchist, just as I am by natural instinct 
a believer in aristocracy. Here is where, as 
in so many things, it is right to allow 
instinct and reason to work in alliance. Both 
instinct and reason impel me towards 
monarchy and aristocracy simply because 
both my heart and head rebel against the 
manifestly absurd idea that men are equal. 
Democratic values — or at least the values 
that currently reign in the western world 
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THE ROYAL CRISIS: 


TIME FOR CLEAR THINKING 
(Contd. from prev. page) 


under the banner of ‘democracy’ — rest on 
that very absurdity. Just about every hideous 
and regressive trend of the 20th century is 
in some way a revolt against the arist- 
ocratic principle, a pulling down to the level 
of the common herd all that is noble, 
uplifting and superior. 

If monarchical and aristocratic institutions 
are not working to the public good today, 
this is because they have been corrupted by 
the people within them and by the political 
environment surrounding them, not because 
of their own intrinsic lack of merit. Quite 
aside from this, it remains a fact that all 
political power and all public policy, even in 
so-called ‘democracies’, derive from élites. 
The only question ever at issue is: which 
élite? What Britain, and indeed the whole 
western world, are going to have to decide 
before very long is whether our future 
destinies are going to rest in the hands of 
undercover élites, ruling by the power of 
money and manipulating politicians by 
dishonest means and for self-interested 
purposes, or open élites, comprising the 
genetically superior elements among the 


population, taking full and public respon- 


sibility as the condition of their power, and 
governing in a spirit of true national and 
public service. 

If the latter be our choice, as I believe it 
must if we are to have any worthwhile 
future, we will in effect be returning to 
institutions of aristocracy — an aristocracy 
for which at least some, though by no 
means all, will be chosen by birth; an arist- 
ocracy combining the best of those who 
succeed to inherited rank with the best of 
those who rise by way of their own achieve- 
ment. In either event, our aim will be 
government by the naturally superior. The 
essential value of a class which comes to 
power by inheritance is that its members are 
bred for public responsibility from an early 
age, that it is instilled into them at the 
dawning of adolescence that they are 
obliged to put duties before private 
happiness, that they possess the financial 
security necessary to enable them to carry 
out those duties free of day-to-day economic 
worries and that that same financial security 
reduces to a minimum the possibility that 
they can be politically ‘bought’. 


NOT PERFECT BUT BETTER 


If in answer to this it is protested that 
aristocracies in the past have spawned many 
scions not worthy of their station, I would 
straightaway reply that this is fully 
recognised. The claim here is not that 
aristocracies are perfect but only that over 
the ages they have brought to the fore many 
more leading men of outstanding quality 
than have parliamentary institutions. Where 
are the giants produced by universal 


suffrage to compare with Bismarck, Metter- - 


nich, Cavour, Wellington, Chatham, Talley- 
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rand and a hundred others of their ilk? 

And even where aristocracies spawn 
inadequate offspring, it is no solution to this 
problem to call for the overthrow of such 
institutions. Rather should we, like Anthony 
Ludovici in his The Specious Origins of 
Liberalism, look to find ways of better 
regulating the conduct of aristocracies so as 
to minimise this tendency. Said Ludovici:- 

“...the procedure common to most 
advanced European communities of the 
past, faced with the situation resulting 
from the deposition of their former rulers, 
has been, not to attempt any chastening or 
improvement of the institutions on which 
their government depended, but the 
summary abolition of these institutions, 
followed by a gradual elevation to power 
and authority of ever more and more of 
those elements in the population who 
theretofore had composed the ruled. And 
this elevation took place without much 
attention being given to the question of 
quality...” 

The formula prescribed by Ludovici was 
inspired by his observations of the Venetian 
nobility, which established rigid standards to 
be achieved by its members on pain of 
expulsion and which took great care to 
ensure wise marriages as a means of main- 
taining race quality. Always, he insisted, 
corrective procedures within aristocracies 
were preferable to the overthrow of. those 
aristocracies and their replacement by the 
coalition of money and mob. 

What Ludovici advocated as holding good 
for aristocracy applies equally to monarchy, 
which simply constitutes the apex of the 
aristocratic pyramid. The remedy for bad 
monarchs is to be sought within monarchy 
as an institution and not outside it by its 
abolition. The history of our own country 
has shown that this has not excluded a 
change of dynasty when the situation has 
called for such a move. 

What has been said here can be regarded, 
in varying degrees, as holding good for all 
advanced nations of the western world. 
Even those with little or nothing in the way 
of monarchy as a tradition will still be 
forced to find their own answers to the 
crisis posed by the inadequacies of those 
leaders brought to the fore by means of 
democratic institutions. However, in the 
case of Britain there are additional factors 
which argue overwhelmingly for the reten- 
tion of monarchy — or for its restoration if 
present trends towards republicanism accel- 
erate and the Royal Family is pensioned off. 


IMPORTANCE OF SYMBOLISM 


Nationhood, rightly or wrongly, rests 
very largely upon the symbolism of an 
accumulated tradition. That is to say that a 
nation’s emblems, badges, flags, heraldry 
and ritual are essential parts of its identity 
without which its people, or at least most of 
them, would be badly lacking in any sense 
of who they were. Of course, in any mature 
appreciation of nationhood ethnic or racial 
pedigree is much more important than any 
of these things; but history suggests that the 


latter is not of itself enough. 

With Britain, much more than with any 
other major nation in today’s world, the 
royal tradition is one of those symbols of 
national identity which, were it abolished, 
would leave its people badly impoverished 
in the way of those links with the past that 
are vital to the purpose of believing in a 
future. Here the assertion about continuity 
made by Lord St John is valid. The people 
as a whole need that sense of the continu- 
ation of things. 

Equally valid is what both he and Lady 
Thatcher have said about unity. The United 
Kingdom comprises four lands and peoples 
racially very similar but with some tradition 
of separateness in their ways of thinking and 
in their perceptions of themselves. More 
should have been done than has been done 
over the centuries to instil into them a sense 
of common British nationhood. However, 
until that deficiency is made good we must 
reckon with the potential for them to drift 
apart if not held together by strong bonds of 
mutual loyalty that transcend their momen- 
tary differences and occasional conflicts. 
The monarchy is just such a bond, and it 1s 
no accident that among those most enthus- 
iastic in the cause of republicanism are to be 
found the most dedicated and committed 
campaigners for the break up of Britain 
itself. 


FRAGILE LINK 


To take this matter a stage further, 
exactly the same may be said of the relat- 
ionship between the British people of the 
United Kingdom and their cousins of British 
stock across the oceans. Enough articles 
have been printed in these columns to 
underline the crucial importance to Britain’s 
future of strengthening that relationship 
rather than allowing it weaken, as has been. 
the case over the past four decades. It is a 
relationship which provides us with the one 
opportunity of restoring Britain to great 
power status and giving us access to a large 
economic area outside the EC. There is 
much more at stake in the rebuilding of this 
relationship than mere nostalgia; our very 


future survival in a world of super-powers 


depends on it. 

The Monarchy, as with the constituent 
lands and peoples of the United Kingdom 
itself, today provides an important link — in 
this case possibly the only remaining link — 
making for the preservation of this vital 
global relationship. Take it away, and 
probably the last surviving symbol of the 
common history and racial origins of 
British-descended peoples would disappear. 
Again, this is not an observation of things 
as they ought to. be but merely one of what 
they are in reality. If through the institution 
of monarchy — up to now our common 
Monarchy — the presently frail bonds tying 
our respective countries can be preserved 
from destruction, certainly we should work 
to recreate additional bonds of a more solid 
nature. But that is something that lies in the 
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future; at the moment the task is to defend 
what we have, and the reality is that today 
the Monarchy is almost all that we have. 

Again, to take Australia as an example, it 
is no accident that the movement to sever 
what remains of that country’s ties with 
Britain, led as it is by the present Prime 
Minister Mr. Paul Keating, is a movement 
of republicanism. Mr. Keating, while a 
pygmy in statesman terms, is shrewd 
enough a political operator to know that 
getting rid of Australia’s allegiance to the 
Crown is the essential step towards cutting 
her off from her roots, her kindred peoples 
and her history. 

As people of British stock have dispersed 


over the earth, colonising vast continents 


hitherto wholly uncivilised and scarcely | 


inhabited, they have formed their own local 
political institutions which have given rise in 
time to their own self-government. They 
have not been bound by any coercive power 
to remain part of the British family and thus 
to act together with other members of that 
family in times of emergency and great 
need; they have done so of their own free 
will because they have been persuaded by 
the force of symbolism and tradition that 
that is their destiny, the imperative of their 
identity. And it is the Crown that has 
always been the principal agency making for 
this sense of identification, for while these 


countries have had separate parliaments and 
constitutions they have retained one Crown. 

Today, the cry. of those responding to the 
current crisis in the Royal Household is that 
Britain’s Monarchy must either be mended 
or ended. If we take a cool, rational look at 
Britain’s history, as well as at her present 
position, both domestically and in global 
terms, there can no reasonable dispute as to 
what the choice should be. The Monarchy 
must be mended. What can be guessed with 
near certainty, however, is that the repairs 
necessary will not be carried out unless 
preceded by revolutionary change in the 
field of British politics. 


MELLOR: DID HE FALL 


OR WAS HE PUSHED? 


DONALD A. MARTIN examines the possibility that the 
former ‘Fun’ Minister's political eclipse may be connected 
with indiscreet remarks he made about Israel four years 


earlier 


Reproduced with acknowledgements to On 
Target magazine, obtainable from 26 
Meadow Lane, Sudbury, Suffolk CO10 6TD. 


IN JANUARY 1988, during a visit to 
Israel, David Mellor, as a Minister of 
State at the Foreign & Commonwealth 
Office (FCO), was involved in a confront- 
ation over the ill-treatment of Palestinian 
refugees. In the following July he gave an 
interview to the Egyptian weekly Akhbar 
El-Yom, in which he repeated his criticism 
of Israel. In the same month Eric 
~Moonman, a senior vice-president of the 
Board of Deputies of British Jews, wrote 
to the Daily Telegraph to scorn Mellor’s 
‘‘much publicised dismay.’’ Moonman 
also suggested that Israel had been placed 
in a ‘no-win’ situation, and invoked the 
responsibility of the United Nations in 
resolving the refugee crisis. 

A number of interesting points emerge 
here. Firstly, those who know anything of 
the conditions endured by the Palestinians — 
treatment tantamount to genocide through 
attrition — will fully understand the role of 
Israel in its abuse of the dispossessed 
inhabitants of 1948. Secondly, the United 
Nations’ official who accompanied Mellor 
was Bernard Mills, CBE. Mills, subse- 
quently appointed Director of the Council 
for the Advancement of Arab-British Under- 
standing (CAABU), which includes Jews as 
well as Arabs, would have fully, accurately 
and objectively briefed Mellor. Thirdly, 
Israel was already in abrogration of three 
successive United Nations resolutions (so 
much for Moonman’s plea) and, equally 
uniquely, was and continues to be the 
beneficiary of highly selective western 


MELLOR 
Was his goose 
cooked after 
he criticised 


the Israelis? 


attitudes towards the Middle East, just as it 
has long been the beneficiary of massive 
United States financial support. 

Perhaps it was thus significant that 
Mellor’s censure in 1988 invoked a 
comparison with conditions in South Africa. 
The media are no less silent over the assoc- 
lation of the African National Congress 
(ANC) and its functionaries with the South 
African Communist Party, or the pre- 
eminence of the ANC in the long-running 
history of violence, long before the Zulu 
Inkhatha were provoked into retaliation. In 
any event, Mellor was preremptorily trans- 
ferred from the FCO by the then Prime 
Minister Margaret Thatcher. 


MELLOR AND THE MAN WHO 
PRAISED ROBERT MAXWELL 


Mellor and John Major have reputedly 
been close friends since their early election- 
eering days. As Prime Minister, Major 
praised the late Robert Maxwell (in a TV 
interview following Maxwell’s death. Ed.) 


with an incredible naivité that merited the 


severest censure. This too was conveniently 
overlooked by a national media prepared, as 
we have now seen, to go gunning for 


Mellor. Major also appears to be connected 
to the fugitive Jewish businessman Benjamin 
Pearl. Pearl is also related to the Reichmann 
brothers of Olympia and York, Canary 
Wharf and Telegraph Newspapers. It was 
this connection, too, that saw Major 
attending a celebration dinner to mark 
Jerusalem Day and the capture and annex- 
ation of Arab East Jerusalem in the 1967 
Middle East War. : 

Mellor’s friendship with the Jewish 
businessman Elliott Bernerd, like that 
between Mellor and Major, appears to have 


begun some years ago. With a shared 


interest in football, it links both politicians 
to the vast and murky element of the inter- 
national Jewish business and banking 
network. However innocently on either side, 
the knock-on of this relationship embraces 
the likes of ‘Black’ Jack Delal, Ephraim 
Margolies, Roger Seelig, Gerald Ronson, 
Anthony Parnes, medical miracle man 
Ernest. Saunders, Ivan Boesky and Jack 
Lyons. The mutual interest in Chelsea 
Football Club similarly extends to the Arts 
— to the National Theatre, the Royal 
Academy, the London Philharmonic Orches- 
tra (music is a particular interest of 
Mellor’s). — throughout which the Jewish 
presence is pervasive. The Bernerd 
connection also extends to the upper 
echelons of the Jewish establishment: to 
Lord Sterling (P&O), Stuart Lipton 
(Stanhope Properties) and Jacob Rothschild 
(the Rothschilds are intimately connected 
with Israel, where Jacob’s father, Lord 
Victor Rothschild, and Robert Maxwell are 
both buried in preference to the United 
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MELLOR: DID HE FALL 


OR WAS HE PUSHED? 
(Contd. from prev. page) 


Kingdom). 


DANGEROUS IMPLICATIONS 


The political, moral and financial support 
of the Jewish establishment in the United 
Kingdom for the State of Israel is self- 
evident, as is its presence and influence in 
domestic political and financial circles. 
Witness only the pressure brought tc bear 
over highly selective war crimes legis- 
lation, or the dominance exercised at the 
very heart of government by the late Lord 
Victor Rothschild and his Cabinet Office 
‘think-tank’. Equally obvious is the virtual 
absence from the media of any sustained 
and sympathetic campaign in support of the 
Palestinians. 

To specify the Jewish aspect of Mellor’s 
involvement is to invite ritual accusations of 
anti-semitism. But then we do have an overt 
scenario of the enormous power and 
influence of a tiny minority that has 
seemingly worked its way into a totally 
disproportionate number of key appoint- 
ments in the corridors of power where 
Mellor dared to trample. One may cite 
several cabinet ministers, past and present, 
the late lamented Director of Public Prosec- 
utions, Sir Allan Green; Neville Nagler, 
moving from successive key appointments in 


the Home Office to the Board of Deputies of 


British Jews, where former circuit judge 
Israel Feinstein, an unequivocal supporter of 
the State of Israel, presides. 

Were the sole and unequivocal loyalty of 
this élite establishment to the United 
Kingdom, with cultural commitments com- 
parable to those of Roman Catholics to the 
Vatican, there would be little argument. But 
then one has the instance of our very own 
Lord Chief Justice, Lord Taylor, together 
with Lord Chief Justice Woolf, later to be 
appointed a Lord of Appeal, consulting with 
Israeli Judge Hadassa Ben Itto, President of 
the International Association of Jewish 
Lawyers and Jurists, of which both are 
members. Such liaisons would surely be the 
subject of public comment in any other 
environment. Is not the anti-semitic card a 
case of defensive aggression? One might 
similarly suggest that if the heat of exposure 
is too great one should stay out of the 
kitchen! 

These are the circles into which Mellor 
drifted — was perhaps inveigled. There is 
also one even more serious implication that 
concerns specifically the Prime Minister, 
John Major. 

Firstly, there is that of pre-emptive align- 
ment — irrelevant to, and contrary to, the 
interests of the United Kingdom. This may 
be seen in successive editions of the Jewish 
Chronicle, which reports pressure brought 
to bear on behalf of Israel by Jewish 
agencies in the United Kingdom. 

The other and far more serious factor was 
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Major’s misguided praise for Robert 
Maxwell, whose financial profile, then 
shortly to be exposed, had long been known 
in the City. Maxwell’s political alignments 
were equally obvious to anyone with a basic 
understanding of Marxism-Leninism and the 
Soviet system. This knowledge should have 
been well within the personal grasp of any 
Minister of the Crown, and axiomatic to the 
expertise of ministerial advisers and the 
security services. Thus it is on these counts 
that Major must stand discredited as Prime 
Minister. 


LIGHTNING ONLY 
STRIKES TWICE 


From here one must weigh the definitive 
case against Mellor with the commercial and 
moral unscrupulousness of the British press. 
As Secretary of State for the National 
Heritage, Mellor could have been replaced 
a dozen times over; it was hardly of global 
significance and indeed surprising that his 
should have been a cabinet-level function at 
all. But in one important respect, albeit over 
four years earlier, Mellor had transgressed. 
It was in this respect that a Suffragan 
Bishop of wide experience at home and 
overseas once drew the comparison between 
Christian forgiveness and the Jewish creed 
of revenge. 

That Mellor met Monica Bauwens at a 
dinner for Medical Aid for the Palestinians 
was perfectly understandable. That much 
play has been made of her father’s chair- 
manship of the Palestine National Fund 
simply betrays the crass hypocrisy of the 
media when vast funds are channelled to the 
State of Israel by both governments and 
individuals. That Mellor should have 
benefited from Bauwens’ largesse pales, for 
example, by comparison with that received 
by Margaret Thatcher. That play should 
have been made of this munificence at the 
time of the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait likewise 
pales by comparison with support accorded 
the State of Israel. Allusion to the Palestine 
Liberation Organisation (PLO) may be seen 
equally hypocritical when one understands 


the origins of the PLO, and Soviet policy 
(still extant) for the sponsorship of all 
insurrection. The PLO alone aspires to the 
creation of the state to which the Pales- 
tinians are entitled, rather than the dest- 
ruction of the existing state, as in the case 
of the ANC or the IRA. 


AND SO IT WAS WRITTEN 


Should one therefore ask if one is 
imagining things? Mellor’s naivité in his 
relationship with de Sancha was no more 
culpable and ill advised than Major’s 
commitment to the property developer 
Bernerd — a liaison totally inappropriate for 
any cabinet minister, let alone a former 
treasury minister and the Prime Minister of 
the United Kingdom. 

In the closing scenes much was made of 
the influential Conservative ‘1922 Comm- 
ittee’ — the term ‘night of the long knives’ 
was quoted. One is justified in observing: 
‘‘Here we go again!’’ Of the eighteen 
members, four (or 20 per cent) have some 
kind of Jewish affiliation. Sir Rhodes 
Boyson is a long-time supporter of the State 
of Israel; Terence Higgins’ wife is Jewish 
by birth; the husband of Marion Roe is on 
record as a Rothschild director, and Sir Ivan 
Lawrence is Jewish and aiso Chairman of 
the key Home Affairs Committee (connect 
Neville Nagler above). To comment on 
these connections would no doubt be 
deemed racist, or anti-semitic — certainly if 
pressure being brought by the Board of 
Deputies to alter the Public Order Act is 
anything to go by. Moreover, one has to 
ask: where has this left the fall guy — 
Mellor? 

Finally, it is intriguing to reflect that in 
that fateful year, 1988, the Israeli Defence 
Minister Yitzhak Rabin, warned of the 
period that would follow the end of another 
‘Gulf War — between Iran and Iraq, 
another period in the highly charged United 
States-sponsored career of the State of 
Israel. Almost five years after Mellor 
opened his mouth the lot of the Pelestinians 
is little changed. But Mellor has gone. 


THOUGHT FOR THE MONTH 


The political class... no longer enjoys the power, status or authority it once did. It 
displays all the hallmarks of a declining sector of the economy: defensiveness, a lack | 
of confidence, mediocrity, a short-term horizon, an absense of creativity and a dated 
feel... Furthermore, nobody but nobody has any faith in the ability of the political 
class to come up with an answer, and for good reason: it has not got one... 

Our political culture is impoverished. There is no sense of energy or creativity or 
ambition. This sense of hopelessness is, willy-nilly, leaving its mark on society. 
Britain has become a country without hope, listless, resigned to whatever fate has 
in store for us. For most of the post-war period, government has had no greater 
sense of purpose than the management of decline. 

Once more that provides the parameters of government and political debate, 
except that decline is no longer so genteel, as the creeping crisis of our institutions 
— be it the police, the judiciary or the royal family — makes plain. 

Is there nothing to say which is positive? Of course there is. In this grey society, 
with its grey prime minister and its equally grey leader of the opposition, decline and 
recession are received with a resigned equanimity. Where in France the farmers riot, 
where in Germany there is racial violence, here there is peace and passivity. Things 
may be bad, but we are, after all, British. Or have we just given up? 

Martin Jacques (SUNDAY TIMES, 20.12.92) 


We might learn something from a study 
of the bumblebee, says MILTON ELLIS 


I HAVE recently read a book by John 
Crompton about bees. Particularly inter- 
esting was a section dealing with the 
bumblebee. | 

After relating the life-cycle of the 
bumblebee, the author tells of a mysterious 
visitor that arrives when a queen has got 
herself established. The visitor enters the 
nest quietly, is as large as the Mother Bee 
and has colours very similar but untainted by 
work. The visitor is allowed to remain on 
account of its mice manners — strange 
bumblebees are not as a rule allowed to 
enter others’ nests. 

Not only does the visiting bee remain but 
she soon gathers quite a following of 
admiring young females. However, not all of 
these females fall for her charm; some are 
far from fascinated, and the Queen Bee 
becomes ill at ease and agitated. The new- 
comer is tactful, and keeps out of the 
Queen’s way. She remains quiet and 
unassuming and behaves like one of the 
other bees but does no work. 

And so it goes on. The new bee is very 
harmless on the surface, but a strained and 
unhealthy atmosphere increasingly develops. 
There are some quarrels as the Queen 
becomes more fretful. However, the 
newcomer takes no offence and becomes 
even more polite. She is obviously causing 
trouble but has no intention of going away, 
and the bulk of working bees admire her. 


CHANGE OF ATTITUDE 


Then gradually the attitude of the visitor 
changes. She starts to ignore the Mother 
Queen but makes no attempt to win over the 
non-admirers. It is now the Queen who has 
to move out of the way of the visitor. The 
faithful followers of the Queen begin to 
suffer for their loyalty, are chivvied about 
and have to watch their step. They are 
sometimes pursued over the combs by the 
newcomer. 

The Mother Queen is now no longer the 
happy matron and is reduced to sulking in 
odd corners, in which she begins to nurse 
hatred. The scene is set for a climax for 
which the intruder has schemed. The Queen 
is provoked and incited to attack the intruder 
— which is fatal to her: the now unwanted 
guest, in spite of her appearance, is not a 
true bumblebee. Her name is Psithyrus 
(which comes from the Greek and means 
‘whispering’ — referring to her voice, which 
is softer than that of a bumblebee) and she 
has a skin that is so thick and hard that the 
sting of a bumblebee cannot penetrate it. She 
also has a strong, thick sting which makes a 
bumblebee’s look puny by comparison, so it 
can be appreciated that no bumblebee stands 
any chance against her. 


So the Queen is slain. Upon her murder 
her loyal daughters attack the intruder, and 
they are joined by some of the others, from 
whose eyes the scales have fallen. But they 
are slain also. The deluded workers that 
remain sell themselves into slavery and work 


INDUSTRIOUS CREATURE 
A worker bumblebee feeding 


for the alien. The products of all the eggs 
that are hatched henceforth become slaves 
also. Indeed the alien regards them as 
essential to rear her offspring, as the latter 
are parasites too. 


REQUIREMENTS OF SUCCESS 
The success of Psithyrus depends on 


getting the timing right when she infiltrates 


a nest: if she does so too early there will not 
be enough workers for her needs; if she 
does so too late she has much more diffi- 
culty in charming a large crowd of workers, 
and will take longer to defeat them as they 
will be fitter and better nourished than were 
the pioneers of the colony. She may also 
have to deal with the sons and young queens 
of the Queen, but she can cope with them. 
At any rate, when she comes up against a 
more crowded home she is met with more 
discernment and can sometimes be attacked. 
If this should happen, a quarter of the 
attacking populace will die — as the intruder 
has only one vulnerable point, which is her 
neck — a small white thread which presents 
a difficult target. However, if she is attacked 
in mass eventually one sting will find its 
mark. 

Psythyrus looks like an ordinary bumble- 
bee, but has a softer hum and is always 
better groomed in appearance because she 
does not work. The telltale mark, the brand 
of Cain, so to speak, lies in her hind-legs, 


A LESSON FROM NATURE 


which have no pollen baskets — also a result 
of her doing no work and also likely to go 
unnoticed. In addition, each particular 
bumblebee species (there-are 17 in all) has 
its own Psithyrus parasite. Some species, 
however, are immune against Psithyrus 
visits. 

Another significant fact is that the 
victimisers always wear colouring similar to 
their victims. It is thought that these 
intruders originated from ordinary bees that 
somewhere took a wrong turn and became 
parasites. 


HARD-WORKING MAJORITY 


It should be stated that most bumblebees 
are fine, noble, hard-working creatures that 
perform an important role in pollenation 
because they operate in chillier weather than 
do honeybees, also because they are hardy 
and pollenate more flowers (for instance 
honeysuckle and red clover) because their 
tongues are longer. Indeed they were taken 
to Australia and New Zealand for this very 
purpose because red clover is valuable for 
stack-raisers. 

So next time you see a humble bumble 
you will be aware that creatures like these 
can be overlooked and dismissed without 
any realisation of the interesting story they 
have to tell. Also the bumblebée Queen is 
not just a queen but a hard-working mother; 
indeed she never ceases working, unlike the 
honeybee Queen. Nationalists, take note 
from nature! 


N.B. The queens sent to Australia and New 
Zealand were of two types: B Terrestis (the 
common variety) and B Ruderatus (the black 
lady). It is a peculiar fact that many of the live 
creatures sent to the Antipodes seem to go wrong. 
Consider the rabbit, which nearly ate up Aust- 
ralia, and the prickly pear imported from South 
America, which threatened to turn the whole 
country into a thorny thicket — until a certain 
small brown moth was brought along to save the 
situation. B Terrestis developed the habit of 
forcing its way into foxgloves, snapdragons and 
other long-petalled flowers to get honey by 
cutting a hole in the base of one of the petals and 
poking its fingers through, thus not forfeiting the 
flower. The Australians did not worry about this 
until broad beans were affected and the crop 
halved. 

Preyed on by numerous enemies and frequently 
destroyed by rains and floods, bumblebees have 
always led a precarious existence. Now, more 
extensive cultivation and spraying of road verges 
is adding to the effect. This cannot be helped, but 
the spraying of fruit trees at blossoming time can; 
it destroys large numbers of queens, and the 
destruction of one queen means the destruction of 
several hundred workers and the loss of fifty or 
so of next year’s potential queens. So bumblebees 
need friends too. 

Thank you for your kind attention. 
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WHEN IS PROPAGANDA 
NOT PROPAGANDA? 


When it’s used to promote liberal causes, 
says JEFFREY TURNER 


QUIETLY AND UNOBTRUSIVELY, an 
old film was slipped into the viewing 
schedules of BBC2 just after midnight on 
the 18th/19th December. To my know- 
ledge it received almost no advance 
publicity, and one might have missed it 


but for a careful perusal of the TV Times - 


beforehand. It was Leni Riefenstahl’s 
Triumph of the Will, the 14-hour spect- 
acular of the 1934 Nuremberg Rally. 

The film itself was preceded by a prelim- 


inary programme almost half as long ies | 


which a selection of presumed ‘experts’, a 

good many of them Jewish, a few of them 
German and naturally all of them ‘anti-naz1’, 
attempted to analyse it, giving particular 
attention to the question of whether the 
producer herself was guilty of deliberate 
complicity in the making of nazi propaganda 
or whether she was, as she would in later 
years repeatedly protest, concerned purely 
with creating a work of art. Overall, the 
commentators seemed to be saying to the 
viewing public: ‘‘Be careful not to be taken 
in by this film — remember what followed!”’ 
This recalled to me an earlier occasion when 
I saw the film at London’s National Film 
Theatre, sometime back in the 1960s. Then 
also it was considered necessary to precede 
the viewing with a talk. In this case a 
youngish German with very obviously 
‘liberal’ opinions lectured the audience on 
the absolute necessity not to be taken in by 
the film’s sinisterly propagandistic message, 
and to remember the death camps and the 
atrocities which came after. The lecture was 
so long that one member of the audience 
was prompted to question whether we would 
ever get around to seeing the film itself, but 
eventually and after much yawning we did. 


SIMMUNISING’ THE AUDIENCE 


It is interesting, this supposition that 
before any audience may be allowed the rare 
opportunity to see a film production from 
Nazi Germany it must first be subjected to a 
briefing in which it is warned not to be 
misled by the propaganda contained therein. 
Is Triumph of the Will nazi propaganda? 
Most certainly it is, but for that matter how 
many films dealing with serious topics, or 
even merely amounting to displays of 


-. pageantry, are not? It could fairly be said 


that every attempt to use powerful and 
emotive forms of persuasion to win people 
over to a particular viewpoint constitutes 
propaganda of a kind. But do our TV 
authorities feel the need before each such 
presentation to have someone come before 
the cameras and ‘warn’ us not to be fooled 


Page twelve 


by what we are about to see? This proced- 
ure, if accepted literally as a necessity, 


might be adopted with adverts for every- 


thing, from the Alliance and Leicester 
Building Society to Gold Blend coffee. In all 


such productions there is the possibility that 


people might, by skilful manipulation of 
their emotions, sentiments, thirst, hunger, 


: sensual desires or just plain greed, be 


pursuaded to buy, embrace, adopt or believe 
in something which upon more sober reflect- 
ion they might reject. Yet it is not 
considered imperative to ‘explain’ such 


pursuasive devices to them beforehand as if 


they were children incapable of making up 
their minds about things rationally. 
Triumph of the Will has been classified as 
‘blatant propaganda’, but is blatant propa- 
ganda really the most dangerous kind? By 
the very fact of its being blatant, most 
people are able to identify it as being 
propaganda from the word go. What is much 
more to be feared is that form of propaganda 
that employs more insidious methods, for 
instance propaganda that passes for mere 
popular entertainment but which contains a 
political and/or ideological message that is 
discernible only to the few who are on the 
lookout for it. To take just one example, 
there is the stage act which portrays 


‘muscular young Blacks dancing to negroid 


music while white females gyrate around 
them looking at them in ways that indicate 
sexual admiration, even lust. Why is it not 
considered necessary for someone to come 
on the TV screen before such an act takes 
place in order to warn viewers that it 
amounts to propaganda and alerts them not 


to be taken in by its message? Of course 


because propaganda is not propaganda when 
it encourages thoughts and feelings con- 


sidered ‘correct’ by liberals, one-worlders 


and multi-racialists; it only becomes 
propaganda when it stimulates thoughts and 
feelings of an opposite nature! 


LITTLE POLITICS 


Triumph of the Will in fact contains very 
little actual political content. The speeches 


featured in it are mostly by Hitler himself 


and relate almost entirely to non-contentious 
issues internal to the nazi movement, much 
of the content consisting of pure nostalgia. 
There are no derogatory references to Jews 
nor to non-Aryan races generally; neither do 
Hitler nor any of his associates dwell upon 
questions of international dispute of the kind 


leading to World War II. The nearest thing 


to a ‘racist’ statement 1s an assertion by 
Julius Streicher that nations that do not 


retain their ethnic purity go under, but even 
here no attacks on non-German peoples are 
included. Speakers other than Der Führer 
are featured only but very briefly. One of 
them, the régime’s press chief Otto 
Dietrich, requests foreign journalists present 
at the rally to do no more than print the 
truth about what they see. Is this a 
dangerous piece of propaganda that requires 
prior warnings about it before TV audiences 


may be permitted to listen? 


These statements apart, the excerpts from 
Hitler’s lieutenants’ speeches consist 
primarily of statements about the recent 
achievements of the Nazi Government in 
their various aspects. These are of course 
not delivered impartially — any more than 
are those of Tory Government ministers at 
Brighton or Scarborough at conference time 
when they catalogue the wonderful things 
their departments have done for the British 
people and the yet greater things that are 
going to be done in the future. Every 
politician making a speech on a platform is 
a propagandist of some sort or another. The 
question of whether people believe what he 
or she is saying rests very largely on the 
evidence before their eyes of results 
achieved. If the propaganda claims of nazi 
speakers in Germany are deemed to be dis- 
honest ones, can it be said that those of Tory 
or Labour politicians in contemporary 
Britain are the acme of truthfulness? 


PRIMARILY A SPECTACLE 


Undoubtedly, where Triumph of the Will 
makes its greatest impact as a propaganda 
exercise is in the sheer power of the 
pageantry it portrays. Flags, standards, 
columns of men marching or standing in 
line, and perhaps above all music, are the 
showpieces that linger in the memory when 
the film has come to an end and the content 
of speeches is, for most viewers, forgotten. 
Miss Rienstahl’s production is, above all, a 
spectacle — far more than it is a presentation 
of the policies or ideas of the Third Reich. 
And as a spectacle is it to be judged so 
different to other spectacles, political and 
otherwise? Quite obviously, the object is to 
whip up mass emotion for the purpose of 
winning people over to a particular idea — 
or, if they are won over already, to consol- 
idate their faith and motivate them to even 
more dedicated service. Is this object any 
different from that of a massed rally of any 
of the parties of modern ‘democracy’? 

And with the regard to the flags, 
marching and music, the question has to be 
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asked: do these really differ so much from 
what British TV viewers witness regularly 
when they watch the Royal Tournament, the 
Edinburgh Tattoo, the Trooping of the 
Colour and the Annual Festival of Remem- 
brance at London’s Albert Hall? To this 
writer’s mind, the greatest distinction is that 
in the case of Nuremberg and other nazi 
pageants the music generally is more stirring 
and at times contains a vocal dimension 
eliminated from British military tradition 
some time ago by a decision that might be 
regarded in retrospect as a sad one which 
ought to be reversed. This consideration 
apart, the drilled precision of the marching 
columns, together with the plentiful flag 
display, are essentially the same as might be 
seen on any of the British occasions that 
have been mentioned. 


GRANDER SCALE 


The one important distinction aside from 
what has been said is simply the scale of the 
spectacle. Nuremberg was a pageant set on 
a vast stage. It took place in a stadium of 
wide dimensions, and the numbers of partic- 
ipants dwarfed any seen at the Albert Hall or 
Edinburgh Castle. Here most certainly is a 
contrast that has implications of some real 
meaning. Nuremberg was intended to 
impress people both in Germany and around 
the world with nazi power. To get an idea of 
a comparable event in Britain one would 
have to picture Wembley Stadium or 
Glasgow’s Hampden Park arena filled with 
uniformed columns of young men and 
women, together with many tens of 
thousands of the general public, in a pageant 
with a distinctly military flavour, complete 
with bands, flags and marching, as well as 
speeches. Of course, the establishment mind 
would recoil in horror from the thought of 
employing such a huge backcloth for the 
staging either of a military-style parade or 
simply a festival of patriotism. Anything of 
this kind permitted must be reduced to such 
meagre proportions as to fit comfortably 
with bourgeois inhibitions, which eschew all 
visions of the truly powerful and grand. 
However, we must not think that Britain in 
our times has entirely rejected the use of 
large stadia for the gathering together of 
abundant thousands of people in massed 
demonstrations. We have already seen the 
Wembley arena filled with vast numbers of 
juvenile morons (of all ages) for the purpose 
of a ‘Band Aid’ pop concert to raise money 
for the hungry in Ethiopia. Then recently on 
Christmas Day we witnessed the same 
location again crammed with thousands, the 
event this time being labelled as a ‘Freddy 
Mercury Memorial Concert’, with the 
proceeds going to help AIDS victims! 

At both these Wembley festivals the same 
phenomena could be observed: ‘music’ 
blasted over the tannoy system at such a 
volume that it must have numbed the senses 
and paralysed the brains, and a huge sea of 
human faces wearing trance-like expressions 
which quite clearly indicated that faculties of 
rational judgement had been placed in 


suspension. All the tricks for generating 
collective emotion were there in just the 
same way as was visible at Nuremberg in 
Triumph of the Will — with the difference 
that modern technology of colour, sound, 
lighting and stage effects had considerably 
added to the effectiveness of the present- 
ation. 

Yet while one event is described as an 
unscrupulous use of propaganda for stirring 
up mass hysteria the other is accepted as a 
perfectly normal spectacle of people inno- 
cently enjoying themselves in the promotion 
of a good cause! 

But are these people the same? Close-ups 
of the faces at the respective stadium 
pageants might well provoke this question. If 
one is to testify to the overwhelming 
impression left behind by the older film, it is 


that of an immense energy and vitality. 
Whether energy and vitality in the cause of 
good or evil is another question, but the fact 
of these forces is beyond dispute. The men 
in the shots looked like men, their features 
showing an inner strength and moulded by a 
sense of seriousness of purpose — though 
with the capacity to smile and laugh when 
the moment was apposite. 

By contrast, the expressions predomin- 
ating at the Wembley pop festival betrayed 
weakness, vapidness and an immersion in 
the childish and the silly. They belonged to 
people seeming to have little experience of 
physical exercise. In many of the eyes there 
was the sign of recent narcotic indulgence. 
Overall there was a look which said: ‘‘Let’s 
have fun today, and to hell with tomorrow!’ 

Contd. overleaf 
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WHEN IS PROPAGANDA 
NOT PROPAGANDA? 
(Contd. from prev. page) 


Facial or bodily handsomeness were in 
depressingly short supply, while pride was 
non-existent. 

These creatures at Wembley were the rep- 


resentatives of a decaying world. Some of 
them individually may yet be salvageable, 
though only through conversion to a differ- 
ent life-style and wholly opposite ideals. In 
their bearing, in the hideous noise masquer- 
ading as ‘music’, and in the seedy and 
squalid cause to which the event was 
dedicated there was the overpowering smell 


of death in the air — the death of a race, the 
death of a civilisation, the death of a 
heritage. 

It was all, of course, propaganda — just as 
Nuremberg was propaganda. But propaganda 
for what? Try some time, dear reader, to see 
the films of the two occasions. And then sit 
down and have a good hard think. 


THE INSOLENCE 
OF THE TEACHERS 


NOEL A. HUNT looks at some of the recent 
‘politically correct’ directives for education 


He who has failed three times sets up as 
an instructor. 
Chinese proverb 


FEW ORGANISATIONS are more polit- 
ically correct, more fashionably integrat- 
ionist and more modishly egalitarian than 
the National Union of Teachers. So it is no 
surprise to learn that the Union has issued 
what it calls ‘subject guidelines’ to help 
schools to be correctly ‘anti-racist’ and to 
prevent the National Curriculum 
becoming ‘nationalistic and Eurocentric’. 
That would never do in Britain, would it? 

One must admire these people’s impert- 
inence. They are the teachers who, supp- 
orted by a ‘progressive’ establishment and a 
supine inspectorate, sent hundreds of 
thousands, perhaps millions, of young 
people into the world illiterate, innumerate 
and virtually unemployable. We shall long 
suffer financially, politically and socially for 
allowing these teachers to do what they did. 
For at least a generation we will learn the 
truth of Friedrich Nietzsche’s remark in The 
Birth of Tragedy that: ‘‘There is nothing 
more terrible than a barbaric slave class who 
have learned to regard their existence as an 
injustice and are now prepared to avenge...”’ 

Although its members’ inability to teach 
has been amply demonstrated, the NUT still 
feels free to comment and criticise. Let us 
remember that these members were paid to 
do a job, took the money and did not then 
do the job. One longs in vain for a govern- 
ment with the resolution to fire the whole 
snivelling pack. 

The NUT has drafted a guideline about 
art. It states that pupils ‘‘should learn about 
influences from African art.’’ But what 
African art? Africans seem to put most of 
their ‘artistic’ energies into sculpture. 
However, even here a study of their 
carvings, so beloved of western trendies, 
shows that these are almost entirely what we 
regard as grotesques. When a White 
produces this stuff it is regarded as decadent 
or avant-garde, depending on your view- 
point. But when the artist is a Negro his 
work is hailed as an inspiration to us all! 

Negro artists also produce a wide range of 


Page fourteen 


masks and carvings. These are almost 
always representations of things the Negro 
fears or hates: demons, tribal enemies, 
Whites with guns, and so on. As attempts at 
art they may have some merit; but they are 
not great art. It is virtually certain that the 
famous Benin Bronzes are imitations by 
Cushitic peoples of a casting process intro- 
duced by Caucasoids. 


‘BLACK WRITERS’ 


The NUT wishes teachers of English 
Literature to ensure that the work of black 
writers is included. But one might reason- 
ably ask: what black writers? One has yet to 
read anything by a Negro which can 
remotely be compared with the writings of, 
say, Trollope, de Maupassant or Dostoi- 
evsky. | 

Anxious to leave no stone unturned, the 
NUT urges those who teach history ‘‘to 
present... the perspective of the indigenous 
peoples (of Africa)... in many cases 
exploited... and the consequences of 
slavery...” This presents a welcome oppor- 
tunity to set the record straight about Negro 
slavery. Naturally, all Whites cringe with 
shame when the noble Black declaims his 
familiar litany: ‘‘Greedy white men came in 
ships with guns and enslaved us.” So they 
did. People have been enslaving each other 
since the dawn of time. | 

But what we are never told about is the 
eager co-operation by Blacks in this oper- 
ation. Blacks enslaved and sold their fellow 
Blacks without the slightest hesitation or 
shame. Without the help of black rulers not 
a single slave could have been bought by 
Whites. Slave ships were small, and the 
crews were small too. So why did the far 
more numerous Blacks on them not enslave 
the Whites? For that matter, why did they 
never invent a ship or a gun for themselves? 

Arabs and half-castes took a prominent 
part in the slave trade. One has only to read 
the journals of Livingstone, Johnston, 
Stanley and many others to see that Arab 
slavers were rapidly depopulating East, West 
and Central Africa. The famous Tippu Tib, 
for instance, could have got nowhere without 


help from Blacks anxious to enslave their 
fellow Blacks. 


ACCURATE STEREOTYPES 


The politically correct detest what they 
call ‘racial stereotypes’. They profess a 
number of noble, high-minded reasons for 
this dislike; but the real reason is that these 
stereotypes are often surprisingly accurate. 
So the NUT guidelines lay down that 
schools ‘‘must dispel assumptions that... 
pupils from African and Caribbean back- 
grounds will automatically excel at sport 
rather than in intellectual activities.’’ But 
why should such an assumption be dispelled? 
It is on the whole accurate. 

We all know that medium-weight and 
heavyweight boxing is dominated by 
Negroids. At top levels, basketball, 
sprinting, hurdling and long-jumping are all 
ruled by Negroids. Negroids also perform 
extremely capably at soccer, rugby and 
cricket, while not dominating those sports. 
The records make this clear, so why pretend 
otherwise? On the other hand, there are no 
top-flight Negroid physicists, chess-players 
or architects; there have been no outstanding 
Negroid writers, poets, painters or 
composers; there have never been any 
Negroid inventors. Why pretend there have? 

Egalitarians will doubtless argue that what 
has been said is mere racist bigotry. So let 
us recall a witness from the ranks of the left: 
Arnold Toynbee, a liberal if ever there was 
one. In his Study of History he remarks that: 
‘The black race alone has not contributed 
positively to any civilisation as yet.” One 
must salute the indomitable faith demons- 
trated by that folorn ‘‘as yet’’. A scientific 
viewpoint is that of the British Association 
for the Advancement of Science (1961): 
“No contribution to the arts of civilisation 
has come from Africa, which has produced 
nothing but destruction and ruinous exploit- 
ation of its natural resources.” It will gall 
men of goodwill to see such contributions as 
break-dancing, calypso-singing and reggae 
so lightly valued, but that is the verdict of 
science. 

Contd. on page 18 
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SIR: As a new year approaches, it’s clear 
that events in America and Europe during 
the year just ending prove that the name of 
the game in the 1990s is race. Do we want 
conditions in our country to become the 
same as they are in Africa, Latin America 
and certain parts of Asia? Unless we are 
prepared to stand up and defend our own 
race — yes, and admit to being ‘racist’! — 
that is exactly what is going to happen. 

As I look back on 1992 I feel that it 
shows that if we keep the faith we will pull 
through. The BNP has had its best year yet 
for publicity and election results — much to 
our enemy’s dismay. We are now firmly on 
the political map as the only party standing 
up for the white race in this country. 

Roll on 1993, and let’s keep the traitors 
of the establishment on the run! 

IAN VOLLER 
Southampton 


SIR: How should one answer the question: 
‘Well, tell us what you stand for?’’ This is 
a question that can be posed in a flash to a 
BNP canvasser or paper-seller, and it 
requires an instant answer which will not be 
too long, which will interest the questioner 
and act as a useful introduction to BNP 
policies. 

A Conservative, if asked the same 
question, would reply along the lines of: 
*“We stand for individual freedom, private 
enterprise and the care of the sick and the 
elderly.’’ These assertions may well be lies, 
but they do make a plausible reply to the 
question. As for Labour, they would say: 
*‘We stand for equality, regardless of sex, 
colour or creed.’’ 

So what does the nationalist reply? I have 
asked this question to many and have found 
some of them lacking an answer. 

I would suggest it is something like as 
follows: ‘‘We believe that our job is to hold 
this country of ours so that in 50 or 100 
years’ time our children and their descen- 
dants will still be able to live here.” 

Any better ideas? 

M.D.S. EASTER 
Sevenoaks, Kent 


SIR: It is possible that you may have seen 
the TV programme on December 13th which 
featured the closing of Grimethorpe 


Colliery. It appears that a book was 
compiled by the people of Grimethorpe, and 
many miners and their families contributed 
to it. The NUM representative was inter- 
viwed and he was heartbroken by the 
proposed closure of the pit. He said that he 
had no faith in the political set-up and he 
would vote for any party that could offer 
some hope for the mining industry. 

Here was a man who was totally disill- 
usioned with the main parties. I am quite 


- sure that the British National Party has a 


policy which could offer some degree of 
hope to him and his co-workers. I know that 
they are steeped in the old traditions and 
look upon the Labour Party as ‘their’ party. 
But we know that the Labour Party cannot 
deliver any solution to their problem — it 
and the other Westminster parties being 
subservient to the Money Power. 

The fishing industry is the in the same 
state as the mining industry. So are farming, 
ship-building and steel. The Money Power 
has set up the competition to these industries 
in the Third World, and the old parties will 
do nothing to save them. Only a nationalist 
policy can avert disaster, and this will not be 
forthcoming from any of those parties. 

The BNP must exploit these issues now! 

F. TANNER 
Bristol 


SIR: Just a bit of information in which you 
may be interested. 

A month back I was fixing showers and 
drains at a club in Eccles (I’m a plumber). 

This club is called the Adam and Eve 
Club and is for couples and single men to 
meet together for sex. They show porno- 
graphic videos and have bedrooms there — 
the full bit. 

In mid-December I attended a meeting in 
Rochdale Town Hall hosted by the ‘Greater 
Manchester Immigration Aid Unit’. 

The meeting was called to oppose the 


Immigration Bill and to inform Asians (the 
majority of immigrants in the area) how to 
get round it. The meeting was open to the 
public. There was a BNP chap there who 
spoke well against immigration, as did I. 

Here’s the ‘kicker’ though. 

The head of the Immigrant Aid outfit who 
gets £150,000 a year from the Greater 
Manchester local authority to run his organ- 
isation is called Stephen Cohen. 

And — yes, you’ve guessed it — he was 
one of the most prominent people at that 
club while I was working there. I saw him 
go into one of the rooms with another man, 
then with a couple (male and female). 

Keep up the good work! 

P. KEEFFE 
Milnrow, Lancs. 


SIR: In case the encouraging outcome of a 
recent telephone poll on the Maastricht 
Treaty on Radio 4 does not make the 
headlines, the results are as follows:- 

Number of calls: over 33,000. 

Portion in favour: 30 per cent. 

Portion of ‘don’t knows’: 2 per cent. 

Portion against: 70 per cent. 

As this is likely to be the only occasion 
on which the British people are asked their 
opinion on the subject, John Major take 
note! 

P. ELVIDGE (Mrs.) 
Doncaster, Yorks. 


SIR: According to a recent article in The 
Times, the Jews in Britain are having an 
identity crisis due to the number of their 
people marrying outside Jewry. 

Isn’t it wonderful that the very people 
who denounce us British Nationalists as 
‘nazis’, ‘fascists’ and ‘racists’ because we 
set great store on preserving our race should 
be so concerned when it is their own that is 
in danger! 

H.S..HALL 
Bury St. Edmunds, Suffolk 
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B.N.P. BOOK SERVICE. (TEL:081 316 4721) 
154 UPPER WICKHAM LANE, WELLING, KENT DA16 3DP. 


NORMALLY OPEN TUESDAY TO FRIDAY 10 a.m. TO 5.30 p.m. 


ARTHURIAN LEGENDS, THE £14.95 (hardback 
only). A beautifully illustrated anthology of Arthurian 
literature from Geoffrey of Monmouth to T.H. White. 
A ‘must’ for lovers of nation legends. 1979, 224pp. 
A WORLD COUP D’ETAT IS PLANNED (Dr. Kitty 
Little) 50p. Update to Treason at Westminster, giving 
details of the destructive effects of treaties foisted on 
Britain. 1984, 66p. 

BABYLONIAN WOE, THE (David Astle) £17.00. A 


‘study of the origin of certain financial practices and 


their effects on the events of ancient history, written in 
the light of the present day. 1975, 250pp. 

BARNES TRILOGY, THE (Harry Elmer Barnes) 
£2.75. A combined volume containing this famous 
American revisionist’s pamphlets: Court Historians 
versus Revisionism; Blasting the Historical Blackout and 
Revisionism and Brainwashing. These first appeared in 
1952, 1963 and 1963 respectively, and this combined 
edition is dated 1979. 133pp. 

BEHIND THE SCENE (Douglas Reed) £3.50. A 
reprint of the second part of the author’s Far and Wide, 
published in 1953. The new themes are titled ‘Zionism 
Paramount’ and ‘Communism Penetrant’. 93pp. 


BEST OF ATTACK AND NATIONAL VANGUARD, 
THE £12.00. A selection of hard-hitting nationalist 
articles published between 1970 and 1982 in two 
uncompromising American magazines. 217 large pages. 


BIOLOGY OF THE RACE PROBLEM, THE (Prof. 
W.C. George) £1.00. The race equality hoax destroyed 
by an academic expert. 7Opp. 

BOUND TO FAIL (Sundry authors) £2.00. A series 
of articles by various experts covering every aspect of 
mk s disastrous membership of the EEC. 1987, 
62pp 


BRITAIN’S FUTURE: INDEPENDENCE OR 
EXTINCTION (Prof. Stephen Bush) £1.00. A strong 
plea for British independence from EC bureau-cracy. 
1990, 19pp. 

CAMP OF THE SAINTS, THE (Jean Raspail) £5.00. 
A welcome reissue of this sensational novel about the 
destruction of the white race by Asian immigrant 
invasion. 1973, 311pp. - 

CHURCHILL’S WAR (David Irving) £16.95. The 
highly controversial story of Britain’s World War I 


_ leader during the late pre-war and wartime years. This 


book was shunned by all the ‘establishment’ publishers 
on account of its startling disclosures. Churchill- 
worshippers and believers in the ‘orthodox’ version of 
modern history will not like this book, as it describes its 
central character as the man who ruined Britain and the 
British Empire in his insane vendetta against Hitler. 
1987, 591pp. 
COLLAPSE OF BRITISH POWER, THE (Correlli 
Barnett) £10.95. A welcome reissue of a vitally 
important book first published in 1972. Shows how 
liberalism and lack of political realism brought about 
Britain’s 20th century decline in the political, industrial 
and military fields. 643pp. 
CONSPIRACY OR DEGENERACY? (Prof. Revilo 
P. Oliver) £4.00. Text of a lecture by the author, a 
brilliant classical scholar, to New England rally for 
God, Family and Country 1966. 76pp. 
CONTROVERSY OF ZION, THE (Douglas Reed) 
£14.50. A best seller in nationalist circles ever since its 
publication. A study of Jewish-Gentile relations since 
biblical times, packed with little known and ae 
suppressed facts. 1979, 580pp. 
DID SIX MILLION REALLY DIE? 
Harwood) £1.00. The fact-filled pamphlet that refutes 
oe holocaust legends and has evoked Zionist frenzy. 
Ppp. 
DILEMMA OF INTER-RACIAL RELATIONS, 
THE (Prof. R. Gayre of Gayre) 60p. Demonstrates 
the folly of enforced racial integration. 1966, 21pp. | 
DISPOSSESSED MAJORITY, THE (Wilmot Robert- 
son) £7.50. This book has attracted worldwide atten- 
tion, dealing as it does with racial problems in America 
— and not just simply the black-white situation. 2nd 
edition 1981, 613pp. 
ELEVENTH HOUR, THE (John Tyndall) £12 hard- 
back. Mostly written by the BNP leader in prison, this 
is the book all nationalists have waited for. The most 
comprehensive presentation yet to appear of the case for 
British Nationalism. 1988, 6 


ELITE, THE (Barbara Cole) £17.00. The exciting 
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story of the Rhodesian Special Air Service and its 
campaign against terrorism. 1984, 449pp. 


ENEMY OF EUROPE, THE (Francis Parker Yockey 
& Prof. Revilo P. Oliver) £6.00. Thought-provoking 
essay on the powers set on destroying the European 
peoples, written by Yockey and accompanied by a 
review of Yockey’s work by Prof. Oliver. 1981, 240pp. 

FORCED WAR, THE (David L. Hoggan) £21.00. 

The book for which revisionists have been a for 
years. Described by Harry Elmer Barnes as ‘‘...the first 
thorough study of responsibility for the causes of the 
Second World War...the definitive revisionist work on 
the subject.’’ 1989, 732pp. 

FRAUDULENT GOSPEL, THE (Bernard Smith) 
£5.95. The third edition of a devastating exposé of the 
World Council of Churches and its support for 
communism and terrorism. 1991, 168pp. 

FRENCH REVOLUTION, THE (Nesta Webster) 
£6.00. A much needed reprint of the counter-revolut- 
ionary classic that exposed the plotting behind the first 
great revolutionary bloodbath of modern history. 1919 
(rep. 1988), xiv, 519pp. 

GLOBAL MANIPULATORS, THE (Robert Eringer) 
£2.50. While the author repudiates any conspiratorial 
view of world events, he still provides a comprehensive 
exposure of the organisation and influence of the Bilder- 
berg Group and the Trilateral Commission. 1980, 95pp. 

GOODBYE OZ CULTURE (Nicholas Maine) £3.50. 

A hard-hitting exposure of the perils facing Australia 
from non-white immigration and of the establishment 
lies being used to promote it. The author is an active 
campaigner against the betrayal of our brother nation. 

1990, 125pp. 

GRAND DESIGN, THE (Douglas Reed) £2.25. A 
behind-the-scenes look at modern world history. 1977, 
45pp. 

GREAT HOLOCAUST TRIAL, THE (Michael A. 
Hoffmann II) £4.00. Extremely comprehensive and 
well-written report on the infamous trial of Ernst Zundel 
in Canada, also covered in The Zundel Trial and Free 
Speech. 1985, 95pp. 

HITLER’S WAR (David Irving) £25.00. A revised 
and abridged version of The War Path: Hitler’s 
Germany 1933-39 and Hitler’s War (1977 ed.). 1991, 

VI, 857pp. 

HOAX OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY, THE 
(Prof. A.R. Butz) £2.40. A scientist applies clinical 
methods to an investigation of the ‘holocaust’ and 
completely dissects the myth. 2nd edition 1977, 315pp. 


ANSWER TO 
SPENGLER 
Lawrence R. 
Brown’s 
Might of 

the West 
(see on this 
page) refutes 
the theory of 
the inevit- 
ability of 
western 
decline 


HOLOCAUST ON TRIAL, THE (Robert Lenski) 
£14.20. The story of Ernst Zundel’s second trial, with 
illustrations and verbatim extracts from the transcript. 
1990, iv, 544pp. 

HOLOCAUST STORY AND THE LIES OF 
ULYSSES, THE (Paul Rassinier) £7.75. A socialist 
ex-inmate of Buchenwald and Dora concentration camps 
destroys the holocaust legend. Rassinier was decorated 
for his work in the French Resistance, so this is one 
revisionist they can’t smear. 1978, xviii, 447pp. 
ICEBREAKER (Victor Suvorov) £16.99. A Russian 
defector shows how Stalin engineered the war with 
Germany and exploited it to advance world communism. 
1990, xvii, 364pp. 

I.Q. AND RACIAL DIFFERENCES (Prof. Henry 
Garrett) £1.00. Clear and concise summary of the 
evidence of racial differences in intelligence and their 


‘significance in education. 1980, 57pp. 


IRON CURTAIN OVER AMERICA (John Beaty) 
£7.80. Describes how America’s foreign policy was 
distorted by minority interests. Contains important 
chapters on the Second World War, the communisation 
of China and the Middle East. 1951, 267pp. 


IS THE DIARY OF ANNE FRANK GENUINE? 
(Robert Faurisson) £2.75. Reprinted from The Journal 
of Historical Review, this is a critical commentary on an 
emotive historical document. 1982, 62pp. 


IS THERE INTELLIGENT LIFE ON EARTH? 
(Prof. Revilo P. Oliver) £4.00. An entertaining survey 
of modern fallacies and their charlatan promotors. 1983, 
94pp. 

THE LEMMING FOLK (James Gibb Stuart) £7.95. 
A witty and factual examination of current attitudes and 


intellectual fashions that are threatening our future. 
1980, 246pp. 


LEUCHTER REPORT, THE (Fred A. Leuchter) 
£5.00. The evidence on ‘gas chambers’ by an American 
engineer that rocked the Zundel trial. Leuchter, in 
effect, testified that such installations could not have 


existed in German occupied Europe before or during 
1939-45. 1988, 66pp. 


‘MIGHT OF THE WEST, THE» (Laurence R. 


Brown) £12.00. An American engineer-scholar gives a 
new interpretation of the history of western civilisation, 
showing the importance of the mediaeval contribution to 
philosophy and science, and showing that the decline of 
the West is not historically inevitable, as some would 
teach us. 1963, vii, 562pp. 


MONEY BOMB, THE (James Gibb Stuart) £4.25. 
Discusses the failure of our debt-based financial system 
and describes its role in creating inflation. 1983, 158pp. 


NAKED CAPITALIST, THE (W. Cleon Skousen) 
£4.80. A study of the political power and ambitions of 
America’s and the world’s financial capitalists and of 
their link-up with communism. 1970, 144pp. 


NAMELESS WAR, THE (Capt. A.H.M. Ramsay) 
£5.75, An outline of the secret history of the events 
leading up to the Second World War, including inform- 
ation on previous upheavals. The author had the honour 
of being imprisoned without trial for four years during 
World War II, despite his status as a member of parlia- 
ment. Originally published 1952, 128pp. 


NATIONAL SUICIDE: MILITARY AID TO THE 
SOVIET UNION (Anthony Sutton) £6.80. Shows 
quite conclusively that Soviet military technology is a 
creation of American aid. Exposes the myth of 
American ‘anti-communism’. 1973, 83pp. 


NEW UNHAPPY LORDS, THE (A.K. Chesterton) 
£6.00 hardback. An exposure of the financial power 
that seeks to dragoon mankind into a global police state. 
1972,288pp. 


OTHER LOSSES (James Bacque) £4.50. Startling 
exposures by a French Canadian writer of the 
maltreatment and deaths suffered by German POWs 
under Eisenhower’s occupying US troops after World 
War II. 1989, 230pp. 

POPULISM AND ELITISM (Prof. Revilo P. Oliver) 
£4.00. A study of the purpose and function of political 
power and the elements which wield it in the present 
century. 1982, 101pp. 


RACE (J.R. Baker) £25.00 hardback. The author, a 
professional zoologist for 50 years, provides an 
objective and scholarly account of what race means and 
how the concept has affected human thinking. A special- 
ist book, but one of great importance. 1974, 625pp. 


RACE AND POLITICS (H.B. Isherwood) 50p. 
Shows that a sense of racial identity is an essential 
element of nationhood. 1974, 36pp. 


RACE AND REALITY (Cariton Putnam) £4.00. A 

companion volume and supplement to Race and Reason, 

showing how the truth about the race issue has been 

appresi by interested parties. 1967 (rep. 1977), 
pp 


RACE AND REASON (Carlton Putnam) £4.00. A 
plain, unemotional account of the race issue that has 
been an invaluable contribution to the debate ever since 
it was first published. 1961 (rep. 1977), 125pp. 


RED PATTERN OF WORLD CONQUEST (Eric 
Butler) £3.75. A distinguished Australian patriot shows 
that the advance of communism has been assisted by the 
weakness and treachery of western leaders. New ed. 
1985, 115pp. 


RELIGION AND THE RACIAL CONTROVERSY 
(H.B. Isherwood) 50p. Shows that racial integration is 
not ordained by Christianity but that the reverse is true. 
1970, 16pp. 


SABOTAGE AND TORTURE (Barbara Cole) 
£12.00. The story of the framing and maltreatment of 
white airmen in Robert Mugabe’s ‘Zimbabwe’. 1988, 

209pp. 


SECRET SOCIETIES AND SUBVERSIVE MOVE- 
MENTS (Nesta Webster) £7.25. A standard authority 
on the most important secret societies undermining civil- 
isation and Christianity in the 200 years up to the early 
1920s. Reprint of 1924 edition, 419pp. 


SELF-DETERMINATION? THE QUESTION 
ULSTER MUST ANSWER (Richard Cameron) 
£5.99. The author’s solution of self-determination for 
Ulster under the Crown may be contentious, but the 
book makes plain the neglect and mismanagement to 
which the province has been subjected by direct rule. 
1992, 192pp. 

(W. 


SIX MILLION RECONSIDERED, THE 


Grimstad) £2.50. Examines not only the ‘holocaust’ but 
other topics involved in the Jewish Question, including 
the exploitation of the ‘anti-semitic’ 


170pp. 
SPECTRE OF POWER (Malkolm Ross) £6.00. The 
campaigning Canadian schoolteacher describes the 


PUBLICITY MATERIAL 


smear. 1977, 


vendetta against him by a powerful minority. 1987, 


165pp. 

STATE SECRETS (Count. Leon de Poncins) £3.50. 
A study of some little known state documents that throw 
much light on recent history. 1975, 191pp. 


THIS AGE OF CONFLICT (Ivor Benson) £2.50. An 
exposure of the illegitimate power-structures that exist 
in today’s world. 1987, 61pp 


THOUGHT CRIMES: THE KEEGSTRA CASE 
(Doug Christie) £2.40. The text of Doug Christie’s 
courtroom defence of the persecuted Canadian 
schoolteacher Jim Keegstra. 1986, 34pp. 

TORPEDO RUNNING £5.00. An illustrated magazine- 
sized survey of the writing career of historian David 
Irving. xii, 14pp. 

TRADITIONALISTS’ ANTHOLOGY (Compiled by 
Elizabeth Lady Freeman) £9.00. A fascinating 
collection of quotations from a wide variety of writers, 
many of which are of direct relevance to the nationalist 
cause. 1986, 185pp. 

TREASON AT WESTMINSTER (Dr. Kitty Little) 
50p. Text of a memorandum to the Royal Commission 
on Criminal Procedure entitled: Infiltration of the 
Government by members of subversive or criminal 
organisations for the purpose of furthering the interests 
of those organisations. 1979, 24pp. 
UNCONDITIONAL HATRED (Capt. Russell 
Grenfell) £8.00. An exposure of the hate campaign 
against Germany before and during World War II 
conducted by British politicians, together with its 
disastrous consequences. 1953, 273pp. 


UNHOLY ALLIANCE, THE (Patrick Walsh) £2.25. 
A former Canadian undercover police officer exposes 
the dirty tricks employed by communists and Zionists to 
misdirect and destroy patriotic groups and to suppress 
free enquiry. 1986, 34pp. 


USES OF RELIGION, THE (Prof. Revilo P, Oliver) 
£1.00. Examines the value of religion as a socially 
cohesive force. 1982, 36pp. 


VENTILATIONS (Wilmot Robertson) £4.50. The 
sequel to the same author's widely acclaimed The 
Dispossessed Majority. Revised edition 1982, 113pp. 


VICTIM OF THE HOLOCAUST (Hans Peter 
Rullman) £3.50. The story of the framing of John 


Demjanjuk. 1987, 78pp. 

WALL STREET AND THE BOLSHEVIK 
REVOLUTION (Anthony C. Sutton) £6.80. The links 
between Wall Street finance and the Russian Revolution 


are proved beyond all question by an established 
scholar. 1974, 228pp. 


WALL STREET AND THE RISE OF HITLER 
(Anthony C. Sutton) £6.80. A book that has aroused 
considerable controversy among nationalists by its 
suggestion that Hitler had big financial backing from 
Wall Street. The author is an expert on the links 
between finance and politics. Read what he says and 
decide for yourself. 1976, 220pp. 


WAR LORDS OF WASHINGTON (Curtis B. Dall) 
£2.60. In an interview with Anthony J. Hilder, 
Roosevelt’s son-in-law exposes FDR’s responsibility for 
Pearl Harbour. n.d., 45pp. 

WHAT 1992 REALLY MEANS (Dr. Brian Burkitt 
& Mark Baimbridge) £1.50. Two academic economists 
show the dangers to Britain from involvement in the 
Single European Market. A booklet packed with facts 
and figures. 1989, 44pp. 

WHICH WAY, WESTERN MAN?» (William G. 
Simpson) £6.00. A work of outstanding philosophical 
importance based on a lifetime’s study and thought. The 
author was a former Christian liberal who through 
experience turned right away from liberalism and 
embraced the teachings of Nietzsche. Even if the reader 
does not agree with all his religious opinions, the book 
is well worth reading for its account of the author’s 
political awakening. Enthusiastically reviewed in 
Spearhead when it first appeared. 1978, xii, 758pp. 
ZIONIST CONNECTION, THE (Alfred M. 
Lilienthal) £13.00. The second edition of a sensational 
exposure by a non-Zionist Jew of Zionist power 
politics. 1982, 904pp. 

ZIONIST FACTOR, THE (Ivor Benson) £9.75. A 
study of the Jewish presence in 20th century history. 
1986, 216pp. 

ZIONIST TERROR NETWORK, THE £2.00. A 12 
page report on the murderous activities in the United 
States of the Jewish Defence League, compiled by the 
staff of the Institute for Historical Review. 


Except where otherwise stated, the items listed 
below should be ordered from PO Box 117, 
Welling, Kent DA16 3DW. 


A New Way Forward 


A summary of the main political objectives of the 
British National Party. 78p post-free. 


Fight Back! 


British National Party manifesto for the recent 1992 
election. Policies are exactly as outlined in A New Way 
Forward (above) but with different title, cover design 
and introduction. 78p post-free. 


Where We Stand 


A new, abridged and bang up-to-date statement of BNP 
policies. Standard information brochure sent. to 
enquirers. 28p post-free. 


BNP Election Manifesto 1983 
Booklet outlining the policies on which the British 


The British National Party is recruiting new members in this 
area 
© The BNP is the only party that puts the British people first — in jobs, 
housing, education and welfare 
The BNP is the only party that defends the r = of white comm- 
unities under threat from floods of immigra 
The BNP says that child killers an rg Prada; including IRA 
terrorists, should get the death pena 
The BNP totally opposes all atte orn to break up the United 
Kingdom 


The BNP is against me “age oda Treaty and stands for British 

independence from Eur 

The BNP is against destoyin ag, lea pas. I importing or reign 
and r pri 


aa which we have the oduce in this 
untry; it believes the his these aber hen rele by bu yin o Britis ish 
The Eo opposes mass immigration and believes in Britain for the 


| Stand > qa be counted! Join our Battle for Britain! 
BRITISH NATIONAL PARTY 
tick ti fil the ci to ti at o 
the Party, 


I to 
Please enrol me as a member of Party. | enclose o 
a year’s subscription of £1 00 thatt-rate for GAPS and Dada 


NEW 
RECRUITING 
LEAFLET 
(See this 


page) 


7, Welling, Kent DA16 3DW 


Printed & published by British National Party, PO Box 11 


National Party fought the 1983 general election. Entitled 
Vote for Britain (23pp). 48p post-free. 


BNP Badges 


British National Party badges with logo in red, white 
and blue. £1.25 post-free. 


BNP Key Rings 
Key rings with attachment bearing BNP logo in red, 
white and blue. £1.75 post-free. 


BNP Cloth Logo 


BNP logo in cloth, also in red, white and blue. Ideal for 
sowing onto anoraks, etc. £1.50 post-free. 


BNP Leaflets 


Join us! New recruiting leaflet designed to aid coming 
BNP Autumn and Winter recruitment campaign. Gives 
brief account of best-known BNP policies. A summons 
to battle! 

Immigration: the time to say STOP! Leaflet drawing 
attention to the still large numbers of immigrants 
coming into Britain and calling for repatriation. 
Multi-racial Britain: the experiment that failed. Help 
us end it! Collage of riot photos. 

Gulf War: Moslem threat. This leaflet points out how 
the war in the Middle East has exposed big internal 
divisions in Britain, with many Moslems on one side 
and most of the indigneous population on the other — 
another indicator of the harmful consequences of the 
multi-racial and multi-faith society. 

If we were black... Leaflet drawing attention to special 
favours and privileges granted to ethnic minority groups 
by national and local government, and calling on Whites 
— particularly the young — to fight for their rights. 
Hong Kong Chinese: no room here! Leaflet opposing 
Government plan to admit a quarter of a million or 
more Hong Kong Chinese into Britain. 

Violent crime in Britain: the horrifying truth. Deals 
with muggings, rapes and other violent attacks on 
defenceless people, giving examples of specific cases. 


Calls for much tougher treatment of violent criminals. 


Hang child murderers! Very powerful leaflet calling 
for the death penalty for the killers of little children. 
Stop unemployment... Ban imports! Up-to-date leaflet 
dealing with the effect on British jobs of unrestricted 
imports of goods that can and should be produced in 
Britain by British workers. Contains photo of pithead 
scene and is especially suitable for distribution to coal 
miners threatened with redundancy through planned pit 
closures. l 

‘Have you been thrown on the scrapheap by foreign 
imports? This leaflet deals with unemployment and 
explains how vast numbers of British jobs are being 
destroyed by the international free-trade policies of 
successive governments. A brief and concise argument 
for economic nationalism. 

Stand by Ulster! Leaflet supporting Loyalists in 
Northern Ireland and listing BNP policies for the 
province. 

Election warm-up leaflet. This leaflet has been- 
prepared specially for areas where the BNP plans to put 
up candidates for elections, whether parliamentary or 
local government. It precedes the final leaflet bearing 
the candidate's name, and is designed for ~ warm-up’ 
purposes. Based on the “Rights for Whites’ theme, it is 
especially valuable for areas where immigration and 
race are a big issue. 

Wake up Scotland! Leaflet pape designed to bring 
the BNP message to Scotlan 


These leaflets cost £4.50 per 1,000, with postage 
charges of £4.10 for 1,000 and £4.65 for 2,000. 


BNP Recordings 


Rally ’92. Video-recording of BNP Annual Rally in 
London on October 24th 1992. Hear and see speeches 
by Syd Carthew, John Peacock, Ken Henderson, Claude 
Cornilleau, David Bruce, Sam Dickson, Richard 
Edmonds and John Tyndall. 


Rally ’91. Video-recording of BNP Annual Rally in 
Contd. overleaf 
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London on October 12th 1991. Hear and see speeches 
by Steve Tyler, Scott McLean, Ken Henderson, Eddy 
Butler, Tony Wells, Dr. Donald Clarke, Richard 
Edmonds and John Tyndall. 

Rally ’90. Video-recording of BNP Annual Rally in 
London on October 13th 1990. Hear and see speeches 
by David Bruce, Steve Cartwright, John Peacock, Karl 


Philipp, Tony Wells, Steve Smith, Richard Edmonds 


and John Tyndall. 


Rally ’89. Video-recording of BNP Annual Rally in 
London on October 14th 1989. Hear and see speeches 
by Mark Wilson, John Peacock, Gus McLeod, Tony 
Morgan, David Bruce, Harry Mullin, Richard Edmonds 
and John Tyndall. 

Rally ’87. Video-recording of BNP Annual Rally in 
London on October 31st 1987. Hear and see speeches 
by Ronald Rickcord, Ian Sloan, Gus McLeod, Dr. Peter 
Peel, Richard Edmonds, Stanley Clayton-Garnett, David 
Bruce and John Tyndall. 


Videos cost £12.00 plus 93p p&p. 


Rally °82. Sound recording of BNP Annual Rally in 
London on October 16th 1982, the theme of which was 
“Unite and fight for Britain's future'. Speeches by 
Charles Parker and John Tyndall. 

Tyndall Speaks I. Two studio talks: (1) “Our Anglo- 
Saxon heritage’; (2) ‘Britain's economic crisis’. 
Tyndall Speaks II. Two studio talks: (1) ‘The case for 
nationalism’; (2) ‘Tragedy of the 20th century’ (about 
World War ID. 

Tyndall S III. Two studio talks: (1) ‘Why we 
must repatriate’; (2) ‘Foundations of the national 
community’. 

Tyndall Speaks IV. Two studio talks: (1) “The way to 
full employment’; (2) ‘The racial time-bomb’. 


Recordings are on audio-cassette and cost £3.50 plus 
34p p&p. 
Allied publications 


We recommend the following three publications which, 


although not connected with the British National Party, 
reflect a broadly similar viewpoint on national and 
international issues:- 


CANDOUR 
British views letter, founded by A.K. Chesterton to 
defend national sovereignty against the menace of inter- 
national finance. Subscription (UK) £10.00 per year. 
Obtainable from: Forest House, Liss Forest, Hants. 
GU33 7DD. 


BEHIND THE NEWS 


Highly informative newsletter edited by Ivor Benson. 
Enquiries to: PO Box 29, Sudbury, Suffolk CO10 6EF. 
Behind the News is a ‘must’ for your reading table. 


THE TRUTH AT LAST 


Hard-hitting paper for American and other white race 
patriots. Send a £5 note for a six-month trial subscrip- 
tion to: PO Box 1211, Marietta, Georgia 30061, U.S.A. 


Welling Club dinner 


The first Annual Dinner of the British 
National Party’s Welling Club was held at a 
hotel restaurant in Central London on 
Friday, December 11th. 18 people attended, 
and by general consensus the event was most 
successful and was enjoyed by all. 

BNP Chairman John Tyndall, addressing 
the diners, said that the BNP must be unique 
among the parties in being able to invite its 
main financial contributers to a dinner, to 
serve pork as the main course and to see all 
the plates empty at the end! 

Mr. Tyndall spoke of the immense 
importance of Welling Club contributions to 
the financing of the BNP (nearly £6,000 for 
1992), and thanked all members for the 
sacrifices they had made during the club’s 
first and very successful year. The club, he 
said, had set up its own tradition, and even 
if the party later moved from its present 
location (after which the club is named) to a 
more prestigious address elsewhere it would 
always remain the Welling Club. 

Membership of the Welling Club is open 
to all people (British National Party 
members and others) prepared to contribute 
£20 a month to BNP funds. 


BRITISH NATIONALIST 


British Nationalist is a tabloid published 
in support of the British National Party, 
normally on a monthly basis. Sample 
copies will be sent on receipt of 48p 
(covering p&p). Subscription for 12 
issues is £6.00 (British Isles) or £8.25 
‘(overseas surface mail). Bulk rates are 
as follows:- 


10 copies £2.80 
25 copies £6.60 
50 copies £12.00 


+ 93p post 
+ 
+ 
100 copies £21.00 + 
+ 
oe 
+ 
-+ 


£3.15 post 
£4.10 post 
£4.65 post 
£5.35 post 
£6.25 post 
-£7.80 post 


150 copies £30.00 
200 copies £36.00 
300 copies £50.40 
400 copies £66.00 £7.80 post 
500 copies £78.00 by Roadline 


Cheques/posta! orders to British Nat- 
ionalist, PO Box 117, Welling, Kent 
DA16 3DW. Please keep orders and 
enquiries concerning British Nationalist 
entirely separate from other corres- 
pondence in order to avoid confusion 
and delay. 
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NEW VIDEO! 


The British National Party’s latest video, 
Rally °’92, is now available. This is a 
recording of the main highlights of the 
party’s Annual Rally, which took place in 
Central London on the 24th October of this 
year. 

The recording features speeches by well- 
known BNP leaders John Peacock, Ken 
Henderson, David Bruce, Richard Edmonds 
and John Tyndall. Of special interest this 
year are guest appearances by nationalist 
speakers from abroad, Claude Cornilleau 
(France) and Sam G. Dickson (U.S.A.), both 
of whom gave fascinating addresses from 
their respective European and Transatlantic 
angles. 

The video consists of approximately 2 
hours of playing time, abridged from the 
original recording so as to avoid excess 
length. It is of substantially better. quality 
than previous BNP videos, our cameraman 
having hired high-class filming equipment 
for the occasion. 

This video is ideal for BNP branches and 
groups around the country to buy for 
showing to members who couldn’t make it to 
the rally and, not least, to prospective new 
recruits. 


Price: £12.00 plus 93p p&p. 


RALLY ‘92 


Annual Rally, October ay : 


Hear:- 
SYD CARTHEW (Chairman) 
JOHN PEACOCK 
KEN HENDERSON 
CLAUDE CORNILLEAU (France) 
SAM G. DICKSON (U.S.A.) 
DAVID BRUCE 
RICHARD EDMONDS 
JOHN TYNDALL 


BNP Recordings, PO Box 117, Welling, Kent DA16 3DW 


THE INSOLENCE 
OF THE TEACHERS 


(Contd. from page 1 4) 


It is not strange that such racial stereo- 
types should exist if we believe the 
testimony of UNESCO (1956) when it 


reported that: ‘‘Negro and White are in no - 


respect identical either physically, intell- 
ectually or emotionally.’’ It is only fair to 
report that a worldwide clamour from 
liberals forced the recall of this document 
from circulation. It was replaced by a bland 
fudge which obscured the point at issue. No 
proof was ever adduced that the original 
document had been factually incorrect; it 
was simply held to be, in today’s language, 
poitically incorrect. 


NO HELP TO BLACKS 


The urgings of the NUT, if put into 
practice, will do a great disservice to the 


very Blacks which the union professes to 
want to help. For good or ill, through no 
fault of his own, the Negroid finds himself 
in a world dominated by white thought and 
white technology. It is in this cold, hard and 
alien world that the Negro has been forced 
to try and compete. If he cannot compete he 
will perish. History says so. By its pretence 
that all races are identical in all things, the 
NUT hurts those it claims to help. 

We do not expect the average Hampstead 
Guardian-reader to survive and prosper in 
the Kalahari Desert or in a Zambian kraal. 
So why do we expect a Jiluwa or a Kikuyu 
to compete with Whites on their home 
ground? It is not reasonable to expect any 
such thing. 

Free men are not equal; equal men are not 
free. By allowing liberals to insist to be true 
what we all know to be false, we Whites run 
a great risk of having our system of 
education used for the purpose of our 
destruction. 


HUGE INCREASE IN REGISTERED UNITS OVER THREE YEARS 


ISLINGTON & CAMDEN 
BM Box 3958, London WCIN 3XX 
EAST LONDON 

‘PO Box 300, Emma Street, 
Hackney, London E2 7BZ 
-HILLINGDON 

PO Box 275, Uxbridge, 
Middlesex UB10 8XU 
CROYDON & MERTON 
PO Box 301, Carshalton, 
Surrey SM5 4QW 


SOUTH EAST LONDON 
PO Box 117, Welling, Kent DA16 3DW 


EPPING FOREST 

PO Box 12, Loughton, Essex IG10 2DN 
WEST KENT 

PO Box 48, Tonbridge TN11 9JF 


EAST KENT 
PO Box 8, Ashford TN23 2EL 


WATFORD 
BM Box 1245, London WCIN 3XX 


MILTON KEYNES 

PO Box 811, Bradwell Common, 
Milton Keynes, Bucks. MK13 8YZ 
LUTON & DUNSTABLE 

PO Box 396, Luton, Beds. LUI 1YY 


ISLE OF WIGHT 
PO Box 7, Ventnor, I.O.W. PO38 1RA 


DEVON 
PO Box 160, Exeter EX1 3YY 


SOUTH WALES 
PO Box 214, Cardiff CF3 9YB 


Contact your 
local party unit 


THE BRITISH NATIONAL PARTY is organised 
into active units extending over most of the areas 
of the United Kingdom. Below we give a list of 
the main units:- 

NORTH WEST LONDON 

BM Bow 3988. London WCIN SNN 


EAST LONDON 
PO) Box 300. Enma- Street. Hackne: 
London E2 TBZ 


SOUTH LONDON 

PO Box MR Welling. Kent DAT6 SIN 
WEST KENT 

PO Box 48. Tonbridge TNE 9Jł 
EAST KENT 

73 Shirkoak Park. Woodchurch. Ashtord 
EPPING FOREST 


PO Box 12. Loughton, Essex 1G RSBI 


SUFFOLK 


2 Albert Road. Framlingham 
NORFOLK 

9 Johnson Place. Norwich NR2 2SA 
SOUTH WALES 

PO Box 214. Carditt CF3 9YB 
NORTH WALES 

PO Box 3, Llangetni, Anglesey 1.77 7UY 


BIRMINGHAM 
PO Box 771. Great Barr. 
Birmingham BH 9LZ 


LEICESTER 
PO Box 148. Leicester LE3 2YD 


PETERBOROUGH 


. PO Box 211. Peterborough. Cambs. PE3 SJE 
LIVERPOOL 


PO Box 116, Liverpool L69 ISH 
MANCHESTER & SALFORD 
PO Box 16, Salford M6 SEP 


LEEDS & BRADFORD 

PO Box BR10, Bramley. Leeds 13 
HUDDERSFIELD 

PO Box A43. Hudderstield HDI 4NN 


WAKEFIELD 
PO Box 101. Waketield WF? 9XY 


NORTH WALES 


PO Box 850, Bangor, Gwynedd LL57 2QJ 


BIRMINGHAM 

PO Box 771, Great Barr, 

Birmingham B44 9LZ 
STOKE-ON-TRENT 

PO Box 312, Hanley, Staffs. ST1 OSG 
LEICESTER 

PO Box 148, Leicester LE3 2YD 


Contact your local 


party unit 


THE BRITISH NATIONAL PARTY is 
organised into active units extending over 
most of the United Kingdom. Below we give 
a list of the main units:- 


PETERBOROUGH 

PO Box 211, Peterborough, 
Cambs. PE3 8JE 
NORTHANTS. 

PO Box 72, Irthlingborough, 
Wellingborough NN9 5XN 


NOTTINGHAM 
PO Box 2, Carlton, Nottingham NG4 3EQ 


WEST NOTTS. 
PO Box 5, Eastwood, Notts. NG16 3RN 


NEWARK 

PO Box 5, Newark, Notts. NG24 3LD 
DERBY 

PO Box 249, Derby DE21 9EG 
CHESTERFIELD 

PO Box 174, Chesterfield, 
Derbyshire S40 1FP 
LIVERPOOL 

PO Box 116, Liverpool L69 1SH 
MERSEYSIDE 

PO Box 241, Liverpool L69 7JS 


The BNP also has units in Richmond-on- 
Thames, Redbridge, Barking & Dagenham, 
Isle of Sheppey, Reading, Gloucestershire, 


Bristol & Bath, Stevenage, Bedford, Stour- 
bridge, Walsall, Grantham, Bolton & Bury, 
Warrington, Batlèy, Hull, York, Tees-side, 
Sunderland, Stirling & Alloa, Fife, Cumber- 
nauld, Greenock, Lanarkshire, Ayr, Cumnock 
(Ayrshire), Inverness and Belfast. If you want 
to make contact with any of these units, or 
start a new unit, please write to BNP Head 
Office at PO Box 117, Welling, Kent DA16 
3DW. 


1990-1993: BNP Expansion 


MANCHESTER & SALFORD 
PO Box 16, Salford M6 SEP 
ROCHDALE 

16 Count Street, Rochdale, 
Lancs. OL16 5LP 


OLDHAM 

PO Box 10, Oldham, Lancs. OL8 2WW 
BLACKPOOL 

PO Box 53, South Shore, 

Blackpool FY4 1FS 

LEEDS . 

PO Box BRIO, Bramley, Leeds 13 


BRADFORD 
PO Box 6, Thornton, Bradford BD13 3QF 


HUDDERSFIELD 

PO Box A43, Huddersfield HD1 4NN 
DEWSBURY 

PO Box 32, Dewsbury WF12 0YU 
HALIFAX 

PO Box 133, Halifax HX3 6HB 
DARLINGTON 

PO Box 61, Darlington, 

Co. Durham DL3 9RD 

TYNE & WEAR 

PO Box 8, South Shields NE33 1LP 


CUMBRIA 
PO Box 7, Ulverston, Cumbria LA12 8LX 


EDINBURGH 

PO Box 719, Edinburgh EH4 2SR 
WEST LOTHIAN 

PO Box 50, Livingston EH54 8JJ 
GLASGOW 

PO Box 85, Glasgow G3 8UL 
PAISLEY 

PO Box 72, Paisley PA2 OBH 
TAYSIDE 

PO Box 210, Dundee DD1 9EP 
NORTHERN IRELAND 


PO Box 20, Portadown, 
Co. Armagh BT62 3PX 


DONCASTER 
PO Box 73. Doncaster DN4 6BS 


SHEFFIELD 

PO Box +4. Sheffield SI 1ES 
DARLINGTON 

PO Box 61, Darlington, Co. Durham DL3 9RD 
TYNE & WEAR 

PO Box 8, South Shields NE33 ILP 
GLASGOW 

PO Box 85, Glasgow G3 8UL 


DUNDEE 
PO Box 161, Dundee DD! 9YR 


three years by an impressive 74 per cent! 

This increase in the number of party units 
roughly reflects the growth in BNP membership 
since the beginning of 1990. It is an enormously 
encouraging picture, and the reward for several 
years stout-hearted perseverence during the 1980s, 
when public apathy was at its height and progress 
for British Nationalism extremely difficult. 

In the same period the BNP has spectacularly 
improved its electoral performance. Whereas up 
till quite late in the 1980s results achieved at the 
local addresses and 28 other units for which public polls by the party were almost derisory, now a 
addresses are not yet available. BNP candidate can obtain 20 per-cent of the poll,. 

It will be seen that the number of as happened in Tower Hamlets last October. 
local BNP units has grown in the last It all augurs excellently for 1993! 


St SUPPORT FUND 


AS WE BEGIN a new year, it is interesting to 
record the growth in the British National Party that 
has been registered since three years ago. 

On the left of this page is a list of local party 
units published in the January 1990 issue of Spear- 
head. From this it will be seen that there were 24 
units with published local addresses and a further 
18 units with no published addresses. 

Beside this list we show the current list of party 
units than can be found on the back page of this 
issue. This contains no less then 45 publicly listed 


The BNP also has units in Gloucestershire, 
Hertfordshire, Bedford, Brierley Hill (West 
Midlands), Nottingham, North Nottingham- 
shire, Bolton & Bury, Warrington, Black- 
pool, Hull, Halifax, Dewsbury, Batley, York, 
Sunderland, Edinburgh, Aberdeen and 
Inverness. If you want to make contact with 
any of these units, or start a new unit, please 
write to BNP Head Office at PO Box i17, 
Welling, Kent DA16 3DW: 


SIGNS OF GROWTH 
Above: BNP branch and group list of 
three years ago; above right: today’s list. 


WHAT WE THINK 


(Contd. from page 4) 


which incurs their displeasure. What perhaps 
Mr. Rabin and Mr. Aloni do not fully 
realise they are doing is confirming, from 
out of their very mouths, the ideas of those 
to whom they are most bitterly opposed. 

Meanwhile we might note that in a few 
months’ time our own Premier Mr. Major 
will be finding time for yet another visit to 
foreign parts. 
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ISLINGTON & CAMDEN 
BM Box 3958, London WCIN 3XX 


EAST LONDON 

PO Box 300, Emma Street, 
Hackney, London E2 7BZ 
HILLINGDON 

PO Box 275, Uxbridge, 
Middlesex UB10 8XU 
‘CROYDON & MERTON 
PO Box 301, Carshalton, 
Surrey SM5 4QW 


SOUTH EAST LONDON 
PO Box 117, Welling, Kent DA16 3DW 


EPPING FOREST 
PO Box 12, Loughton, Essex IG10 2DN 


WEST KENT 
PO Box 48, Tonbridge TN11 9JF 


EAST KENT 
PO Box 8, Ashford TN23 2EL 


WATFORD 
BM Box 1245, London WCIN 3XX 


MILTON KEYNES 
PO Box 811, Bradwell Common, 
Milton Keynes, Bucks. MK13 8YZ 


LUTON & DUNSTABLE 
PO Box 396, Luton, Beds. LU1 1YY 


ISLE OF WIGHT 
PO Box 7, Ventnor, I.O.W. PO38 1RA 


DEVON 
PO Box 160, Exeter EX1 3YY 


SOUTH WALES 
PO Box 214, Cardiff CF3 9YB 


NORTH WALES 
PO Box 850, Bangor, Gwynedd LL57 2QJ 


BIRMINGHAM 
PO Box 771, Great Barr, 
Birmingham B44 9LZ 


STOKE-ON-TRENT 
PO Box 312, Hanley, Staffs. ST1 OSG 


LEICESTER 
PO Box 148, Leicester LE3 2YD 


NOW BACK IN PRINT! 

The German Revolution (by H. Powys 
Greenwood). Originally published in 1934, 
this is the only objective account available 
dealing with the early-1930s period of 
German history. Highly readable! Quality 
paperback at £8.50. Cheques/POs only to 
LIFE RUNE BOOKS, P.O. BOX XG 22, 
LEEDS LS14 6XN. We also stock books and 
tapes by Savitri Devi, Lincoln Rockwell, 
Andrew Macdonald and others. Send a large 
SAE for latest lists. 


Contact your local 
party unit 


THE BRITISH NATIONAL PARTY is 
organised into active units extending over 
most of the United Kingdom. Below we give 
a list of the main units.- 


PETERBOROUGH 
PO Box 211, Peterborough, 
Cambs. PE3 8JE 


NORTHANTS. 
PO Box 72, Irthlingborough, 
Wellingborough NN9 5XN 


NOTTINGHAM 
PO Box 2, Carlton, Nottingham NG4 3EQ 


WEST NOTTS. 
PO Box 5, Eastwood, Notts. NG16 3RN 


NEWARK 
PO Box 5, Newark, Notts. NG24 3LD 


DERBY 
PO Box 249, Derby DE21 9EG 


CHESTERFIELD 
PO Box 174, Chesterfield, 
Derbyshire S40 1FP 


LIVERPOOL 
PO Box 116, Liverpool L69 1SH 


MERSEYSIDE 
PO Box 241, Liverpool L69 7JS 


The BNP also has units in Richmond-on- 
Thames, Redbridge, Barking & Dagenham, 
Isle of Sheppey, Reading, Gloucestershire, 
Bristol & Bath, Stevenage, Bedford, Stour- 
bridge, Walsall, Grantham, Bolton & Bury, 
Warrington, Batley, Hull, York, Tees-side, 
Sunderland, Stirling & Alloa, Fife, Cumber- 
nauld, Greenock, Lanarkshire, Ayr, Cumnock 
(Ayrshire), Inverness and Belfast. If you want 
to make contact with any of these units, or 
start a new unit, please write to BNP Head 
Office at PO Box 117, Welling, Kent DA16 
3DW. 


Subs now due! 


This is a reminder to all readers who are 
also British National Party members that 
their annual subscriptions are due for 
renewal as of the Ist January. Rates are as 
before: £12.00 p.a. with 50 per cent reduc- 
tions available if desired for OAPs and 
students. 

Please ensure to get your sub renewals in 
as soon as possible! 


MANCHESTER & SALFORD 
PO Box 16, Salford M6 5EP 


ROCHDALE 
16 Count Street, Rochdale, 


Lancs. OL16 SLP 


OLDHAM 

PO Box 10, Oldham, Lancs. OL8 2WW 
BLACKPOOL 

PO Box 53, South Shore, 

Blackpool FY4 1FS 

LEEDS 

PO Box BR10, Bramley, Leeds 13 


BRADFORD 
PO Box 6, Thornton, Bradford BD13 3QF 


HUDDERSFIELD 
PO Box A43, Huddersfield HD1 4NN 


DEWSBURY 
PO Box 32, Dewsbury WF12 OYU 


HALIFAX 
PO Box 133, Halifax HX3 6HB 


DARLINGTON 
PO Box 61, Darlington, 
Co. Durham DL3 9RD 


TYNE & WEAR 
PO Box 8, South Shields NE33 1LP 


CUMBRIA 
PO Box 7, Ulverston, Cumbria LA12 8LX 


EDINBURGH 
PO Box 719, Edinburgh EH4 2SR 


WEST LOTHIAN 
PO Box 50, Livingston EH54 8JJ 


GLASGOW 
PO Box 85, Glasgow G3 8UL 


PAISLEY 
PO Box 72, Paisley PA2 OBH 


TAYSIDE 
PO Box 210, Dundee DD1 9EP 


NORTHERN IRELAND 
PO Box 20, Portadown, 
Co. Armagh BT62 3PX 


THANK YOU! 


The Editor and Mrs. Tyndall would like to 
thank all readers and supporters who were kind 
enough to send Yuletide cards last month. As we 
have stated before, it is not our habit to send 
reciprocal cards ourselves as the expense would 
be considerable and would be better allocated to 
other things. We hope that this message of app- 
reciation, together with our seasonal greetings and 
wishes for the new year, will be accépted as 
sufficient. 


Find out about the British National Party 


Send 50p for information pack to:- 


P.O. BOX 117 
WELLING 
KENT DA16 3DW 


(Telephone enquiries to: 081 316 4721) 
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